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Abstract 
In 2011 with law 4014/2011 Greek legislation regarding the assessment of effects of 
certain public and private projects on the environment was revised with the aim of 
improving the effectiveness of the country’s Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) 
System. However, five years since its issuing, no evaluation has taken place to establish 
whether this legislative reform achieved its aims. Furthermore, since 2011 the EIA 
Directive has been amended twice, raising the question of whether Law 4014/2011 
conforms to the revised EU EIA regulations. Based on the above the aim of this thesis 
is to review Law 4014/2011 conformance with new EIA Directive, identifying potential 
areas requiring amendments as well as to evaluate the effectiveness of the country’s 
EIA System. The methodology involved an exhaustive legislative review juxtaposing 
the EU and Greek legislative provisions. This was followed by a structured evaluation 
using the Oxford Brookes Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) quality evaluation 
criteria checklist of a sample of over 100 EIS from all over Greece. Finally, in order to 
evaluate the effectiveness of the EIA system more holistically, a National survey was 
conducted, involving key EIA stakeholders (EIA Specialists and Environmental 
Authorities regional as well as in the ministry officials).   
Key findings of this research are summarized below. According to the EISs quality 
evaluation results, the majority of EISs seem to perform poorly, meaning below the 
average grade of 2.5, when compared against the 92 Oxford Brookes Best Practice 
Requirements criteria. However, EIS they seem to perform relatively better, meaning 
they pass the average grade (3), when evaluated solely against the minimum EIA 
legislative requirements criteria as stipulated by EU Directive. The most significant 
weaknesses are located in the Alternatives, Non-technical Summary and Mitigation 
measure categories. Most of the EISs follow a specific template but the methods of 
assessment and the data presented are not justified. As concerns the results of the 
National Survey conducted among various stakeholders involved in the EIA process, 
the vast majority of the respondents believe that the Environmental Licensing process 
is not applied effectively in Greece. The most significant reason for the insufficiency 
of the EIA system according to stakeholders was the fact that the supporting tools 
prescribed in the legislation (e.g. Electronic Environmental Registry) have yet to been 
activated. 
Keywords: EIA, EIA System Effectiveness, EIS, Law 4014/2011. 
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1. Introduction 
It is widely known that the world is changing. The population is growing rapidly while 
natural resources are being depleted. Human activity continues to degrade the 
environment and the consequences of climate change are visible to all of us. In this 
context and with the spreading of the idea of Sustainable Development many tools have 
been introduced in order to tackle with environmental degradation and climate change. 
Sustainable development, according to Brundtland Commission (1987): “is 
development that meets the needs of the present, without compromising the ability of 
future generations to meet their own needs.”  A milestone in the introduction of the 
concept of Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA), along with other policy 
instruments, was set by the Agenda 21, which is the global action plan with regard to 
sustainable development (UN Conference on Environment and Development, 1992). 
EIA can simply be defined as a systematic process to identify, predict and evaluate the 
environmental effects of proposed actions and projects (Glasson et al., 2005). It should 
be stated that the purpose of the EIA is to identify and evaluate the environmental 
impacts of an action or activity prior to the decisions regarding its implementation. 
Additionally, EIA should not only consider the environmental impacts of an activity 
but also social, cultural and health impacts in an integrated fashion.   
Legislative frameworks regarding the establishment of EIA systems have been 
introduced worldwide over 30 years ago (Canter, 1994). Each EIA system is unique 
and it is a product of a particular set of legal, administrative, and political circumstances 
(Wood, 2003). However the effectiveness of EIA systems is a matter under extensive 
examination. According to Wood (2003), the controversy is not only on whether EIA 
can be viewed as effective but also on all the factors that can be used to explain why 
and EIA system is effective. In addition it is very important to examine which 
evaluation criteria should be used when evaluating an EIA system and how this system 
can be improved.  
As stated by Sadler (1996), the interest of EIA effectiveness is a fundamental issue 
regarding EIA theory and application. The evaluation of EIA system effectiveness is 
necessary in order to improve the understanding of the process and as a result improve 
its performance (Bartlett and Kurian, 1999). Also according to Kolhoff (A. Kolhoff et 
al, 2009) a thorough assessment of EIA system performance is considered a necessary 
first step before capacity development activities can be identified, aiming to develop 
EIA systems that utilize the potential for EIA in a country.  
To that end Barker and Wood (1999) preformed and evaluation of the quality of EIA 
reports, modifications to projects as a result of EIA, and the influence of changes to 
EIA procedures in 8 European Countries and  Haydar and  Pediaditi (2009) evaluated 
the Environmental Impact Assessment system in Syria using interviews with various 
stakeholders.  
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Regarding the EIA system effectiveness in Greece there has been a lot of criticism over 
the years regarding the respective environmental legal frameworks. The Environmental 
Licensing Process as it was implemented by Law 1650/1986 and the Law 3010/2002 in 
Greece has been characterized to have many weaknesses. According to a report for the 
implementation of Law 4014/2011 issued by the Ministry of Environment (YPEKA, 
2014) the procedures regarding Environmental Licensing of Projects and Activities 
were considered as time-consuming. Also the procedures were characterized as 
complicated while they required a plethora of statutory consultations in order to shift 
the responsibility and just typically safeguard the protection of the environment (WWF, 
2007).  
Androulidakis and Karakassis (2004) attempted to assess the quality of a randomly 
selected sample of Environmental Impact Statements produced in Greece, during the 
decade 1993-2003, using quality-related indicators. Their study concerned the 
implementation of the Law No. 1650/1986 which was replaced by the Law No. 
4014/2011. Outcome of their assessment was that most EISs performed rather poorly 
in respect of the most indicators used and identified some of the former legislative 
framework’s problems. 
In 2010, the Memorandum of Understanding with Troika required the reform of the 
EIA system with aim of reducing the time needed in order to obtain an EIA approval 
and to that end Law 4014 was enacted in 2011. The Greek Law No. 
4014/2011(Environmental licensing of projects and activities) harmonized the Greek 
environmental legislation with the 2011/92/EE EU Directive on the assessment of the 
effects of certain public and private projects on the environment. With the enactment 
of Law 4014 (Environmental licensing of projects and activities) which was published 
in September 2011 the procedures concerning environmental licensing of projects and 
activities were revised. Key objective of this legislative framework was the 
simplification, streamlining and shortening of the procedures concerning 
environmental licensing while ensuring a high level of environmental protection. 
However, five years have passed since the reform of the EIA legislative framework, yet 
there have been no studies to date evaluating the effectiveness of the EIA system 
introduced by Law 4014/2011. It is also worth noting that Law 4014/2011 was enacted 
prior to the latest revision of the EU EIA Directive (2014/52/EU) and it has yet to be 
determined whether Law 4014/2011 needs further legal revision in order to ensure its 
compliance with the latest EU Directive.  
1.1. Aim – Objective  
As mentioned above in Greece there has not been a systematic evaluation of the 
effectiveness of EIA system introduced with Law 4014/2011. Previous attempts, such 
as the study of Androulidakis and Karakassis (2004) concerned the previous legal 
framework. Therefore the aim of this study is:  to evaluate the effectiveness of the new 
Greek EIA system and determine its compliance with the revised EIA Directive 
(2014/52EU).  
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In order to achieve this aim, this study attempts to fulfil the following objectives: 
• To conduct a review of the relevant EU and Greek EIA legislation and identify 
potential areas of improvement. 
• To evaluate Environmental Impact Statements approved post 2011 using a 
structured review package. 
• To conduct a National Survey to public and private sector stakeholders 
regarding EIA system effectiveness  
• To analyze the data obtained to identify key weaknesses as well as to provide 
with recommendations for further legislative improvements.  
Therefore, the main purpose of this dissertation is to assess the implementation of Law 
4014/2011 by appraising the quality of a representative number of Environmental 
Impact Statements that have been submitted post 2011 as well as by conducting the first 
ever National Survey of key EIA stakeholders (private sector EIA Specialists and 
Environmental Authorities Representatives regional as well as in the ministry). Main 
aim of the methodological approach is to examine the effectiveness of Environmental 
Impact Assessment legislative system and determine the quality of Environmental 
Impact Statements conducted in Greece.  In addition, recommendations are proposed 
regarding measures to improve Environmental Impact Statement quality as well as 
further legislative improvements. 
1.2. Section summary  
Below, an overview of what is included in this thesis is presented. In the second chapter 
a legislation overview regarding EIA is conducted. The overview covers both EU and 
Greek legislation from its origins 30 years ago to date. The latest amendments of the 
EU EIA Directives are presented in detail. Also the relevant Greek EIA legislation is 
presented from the first legislative framework that introduced the EIA process in 
Greece (Law 1650/1986) including the enactment of the latest Law 4014/2011 which 
is the main subject of research in this dissertation. 
In chapter three, the methodological approach for estimating the effectiveness of EIA 
process applied by Law 4014/2011 is presented. As mentioned above the 
methodological framework is divided into two section. First is the evaluation of a 
number of EISs submitted in Greece since the enactment of Law 4014/2011 with the 
use of a review package designed by Oxford Brookes University. Second is the 
evaluation of the effectiveness of the Environmental Licensing process with the use of 
semi-structured questionnaire that was distributed to various stakeholders involved in 
the EIA process.  
In chapter four, the results from the implementation of the methodological approach are 
presented. First the results regarding the semi-structures questionnaire are presented 
followed by the results of the EIS review. 
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Chapter five contains a discussion on the results highlighting the key issues of the 
Environmental Licensing Process and the EISs submitted. Also some recommendations 
for further legislative improvements are provided.  
Lastly, chapter six contains a conclusion regarding the outcome of the present 
dissertation.  
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2. Environmental Impact Assessment Policy and Legal Framework 
2.1. Introduction 
As mentioned in the previous chapter Environmental Policy Instruments can help deal 
with emerging environmental problems worldwide. The European Union (EU) has set 
standards regarding the environment and with its environmental policy helps green the 
EU economy, protect nature, and safeguard the health and quality of life of people 
living in the EU (European Union, 2015). EU’s environmental policies deal with all the 
major issues concerning the protection of the environment such as air, soil, water, 
waste, chemicals, nature and biodiversity, noise and propose several tools for 
environmental management such as the aforementioned  Environmental Impact 
Assessment.  
In this chapter an overview of the EU and Greek legislation regarding Environmental 
Impact Assessment is attempted. The overview starts with the chronology of the 
relevant EU legislation from its first introduction 30 years ago to its latest amendments. 
Then follows a detailed description of the latest EU EIA Directives (2011/92/EU and 
2014/52/EU). Then a description of the corresponding Greek legislation is presented 
from its first implementation with the law N.1650/1986 till the introduction of the law 
N.4014 in 2011 which is currently in force. Lastly, the compliance of the current Greek 
legislation with the current EU Directive is examined and issues that need to be further 
investigated later in the research are identified.  
2.2. Legislation Overview  
2.2.1. European Union Legal Framework  
The process of Environmental Impact Assessment of projects and activities is a basic 
tool of EU’s Environmental Policy. In this context, in 1985, the European Community 
issued the Directive 85/335/EEC on the “Assessment of the effects of certain public and 
private projects on the Environment” (EC, 1985) which requires that the Member States 
should adopt legislations that cover the EIA processes. Directive 85/337/EEC, also 
known as the EIA Directive, aimed in the protection of the environment and the quality 
of life. Simultaneously, it ensured the convergence of national legal frameworks with 
regard to the assessment of the environmental impacts of public and private projects. 
The means of achieving this target were stated in the article 2, paragraph 1 of the 
Directive. Projects that due to their nature, size or location could have significant effects 
on the environment, were assessed in terms of their impacts prior to the relevant permit 
or licensing for their implementation (Par.1 Art. 2, EC, 1985).   
The Directive set the basic principles for EIA, especially with everything concerning 
the: 
• Type of projects and activities that undergo evaluation 
• Main obligations of the developers 
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• Content of the assessment and 
• Participation of the competent authorities and the public 
The assessment of Environmental Impacts was mandatory for all projects listed in 
Annex I that were considered as having significant effects on the environment. These 
projects that required an EIA include (EC, 2015): 
• Long-distance railway lines, motorways and express roads, airports with a basic 
runway length ≥ 2100 m 
• Installations for the disposal of hazardous waste, installations for the disposal 
of non-hazardous waste > 100 tonnes/day 
• Waste water treatment plants > 150.000 p.e. 
Other projects and activities that were listed in ANNEX II of the Directive were not 
automatically subjected to an assessment. Member States could decide whether these 
projects should be subjected to EIA case by case or based on thresholds or specific 
criteria (e.g. size), location (especially for environmentally sensitive areas) and 
potential consequences (affected area, duration) (EC, 1985). The process of the 
determination of whether projects and activities listed in ANNEX II should undergo 
EIA  is called screening and concerns projects not listed in ANNEX I or projects listed 
in ANNEXES I and II that their change or expansion could result in adverse impacts 
for the environment.  
The EIA Directive of 1985 has been amended three times, in 1997, in 2003 and in 2009 
(European Commission, 2015): 
• Directive 97/11/EC brought the Directive in line with the UN ECE Espoo 
Convention on EIA in a Transboundary Context. The Directive of 1997 widened 
the scope of the EIA Directive by increasing the types of projects covered, and 
the number of projects requiring mandatory environmental impact assessment 
(Annex I). It also provided for new screening arrangements, including new 
screening criteria (at Annex III) for Annex II projects, and established minimum 
information requirements. 
• Directive 2003/35/EC was seeking to align the provisions on public 
participation with the Aarhus Convention on public participation in decision-
making and access to justice in environmental matters. 
• Directive 2009/31/EC amended the Annexes I and II of the EIA Directive, by 
adding projects related to the transport, capture and storage of carbon dioxide 
(CO2). 
During the EIA process the direct and indirect impacts of projects and activities on the 
following factors should have been identified (EC, 1985): Human, flora, fauna, soil, 
water, air, climate, landscape, goods, and cultural heritage. Also their interconnection 
should have been examined. The developer (the physical or legal person that applied 
for the application permit or the public authority that commenced the project) had to 
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submit at least the following elements to the authority responsible for the approval of 
the project:  
• Description of the development (location, study and size). 
• Possible mitigation measures. 
• Data required for the assessment of the basic effects of the project on the 
environment. 
• Basic alternatives that are examined by the developer and the reasons of the 
final choice.  
• A non-technical summary of the aforementioned information.  
The information mentioned above should have been provided to the stakeholders on 
time and before the decision-making process (taking special care in respecting the rules 
and practices regarding industrial and commercial secrecy) (EC, 1985). Specifically 
these stakeholders include:  
a. Competent authorities for the environment whose opinion could be asked for the 
approval of the project. 
b. Public, with the appropriate means (including electronic) such as: information on the 
process of the project’s approval, details on the authority responsible for the approval 
or rejection of the project and the potentiality of the public’s involvement in the 
approval process.  
c. Other member states, if the activity or project was likely to have cross-border 
impacts. Every member state must have acquainted this information in its national 
stakeholders in order to express their opinion.  
The time limits provided must have been reasonable for the stakeholders to have enough 
time to participate in the decision-making process and express their opinion. The 
opinions and information collected during this consultation period must have been 
taken into account during the final approval process. 
After the end of the procedure the following information must have been made available 
to the public and communicated to the other interested Member States: 
i. The approval or rejection of the project and the relevant terms. 
ii. The key considerations on which the decision was based after the examination of the 
public’s consultation, including information on public participation.  
iii. Possible mitigation measures.  
Lastly, the member states must have ensured, according to the national legislation, the 
opportunity for the interested parties to appeal to court against the decision (EC, 1985).  
The initial Directive of 1985 and its three amendments have been codified by 
DIRECTIVE 2011/92/EU of 13 December 2011. Directive 2011/92/EU has been 
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amended in 2014 by DIRECTIVE 2014/52/EU (EC, 2015). These two Directives are 
described in the following chapter.  
2.2.1.2. Directive 2011/92/EU & Directive 2014/52/EU 
As it was previously mentioned Directive 2011/92/EU, which entered into force in 17 
February 2012, updated the initial Directive of 1985 and its three subsequent 
amendments. Directive 2011/92/EU contained a legal requirement to carry out an 
environmental impact assessment (EIA) of public or private projects likely to have 
significant effects on the environment, before they begin (EC, 2011). It also should be 
stated that EU, due to new and upcoming challenges that included resource efficiency 
and sustainability, climate change, biodiversity protection and the potential for 
accidents and disaster, wanted to improve the existing EIA procedures.  
The initial EIA Directive (85/335/EEC) was adopted 30 years ago and it had to be 
revised in order to incorporate the experience gained over the years as well as the 
changes in EU legislation and policy and European Court of Justice case law (EC, 
2015). The EIA Directive has been identified as a potential instrument for a future 
simplification exercise (Commission of the European Communities, 2009).  
In July 2009 the Commission issued a report on the application and effectiveness of the 
EIA Directive (Commission of the European Communities, 2009). The report 
summarized the strengths of the EIA Directive and at the same time evaluated the areas 
that need to be improved. It also gave suggestions for further improvements, where they 
were required.  
In 2010, and as a continuation of the report a wide public consultation was initiated 
from the Commission in order to evaluate a variety of issues such as the quality of EIA 
procedures, the agreement of EIA requirements among member states, appraisal of 
trans boundary projects or activities with cross-border impacts, the role of 
environmental authorities and development of synergies with other EU policies (EC, 
2015). The public consultation period ended with a Conference on the 25th anniversary 
of the EIA Directive.  
On 26 October 2012, the Commission, taking into account the outcome of the public 
consultation and the Conference, issued a proposal for a revised Directive. The new 
proposed Directive would amend the existing one as it would attempt to lift 
administrative burdens that were not needed and facilitate the evaluation of possible 
impacts without weakening existing environmental safeguards. The quality of the 
decision-making process would be reinforced, current levels of environmental 
protection would be improved, and businesses should enjoy a more harmonized 
regulatory framework. (EC, 2015). 
Finally, and after a re-consideration from the relevant committee, the European 
Parliament approved its first reading position to the revised EIA Directive. The EU’s 
updates on the Directive pointed on amending current regime’s deficiencies, address 
the continuing environmental, social and economic changes in the legal framework and 
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adjust it in order to harmonize it with the principles of smart regulation. New elements 
to be presented in the EIA procedure contained one-stop shop for assessments deriving 
from EIA and Nature Directives, quality control mechanism, mandatory assessment of 
reasonable alternatives, monitoring, broader scope of the EIA covering new issues 
(climate change, biodiversity, risks prevention), as well as justification of 
screening/EIA decisions. (EC, 2015).  
The new and revised Directive (2014/52/EU) entered into force on 14 May 2014. Main 
objective of the Directive is to make the rules for appraising potential impacts of 
projects and activities easier. It also lightens administrative issues since it aligns with 
the promotion of smart regulation. In addition, the amended Directive enhances the 
level of environmental protection by trying to make business decisions on both private 
and public projects more thorough, foreseeable and sustainable. 
The main areas that were amended with Directive 2014/52/EU include (EC, 2015):  
• Member States have to streamline their varied EIA procedures.  
• Environmental Assessment should be completed within specific time frames. 
Specifically 90 days for screening (with possible extensions) and minimum 30 
days for public consultations. Members States also need to make sure that 
decisions are taken within a "reasonable period of time" 
• Simplification of the screening process. Decisions must be justified under the 
revised screening criteria. 
• EIA reports should be comprehensible to the public, particularly with 
everything that has to do with the evaluation of the current state of the 
environment and the proposed alternatives.  
• The quality of the EIA reports submitted will be upgraded. Also competent 
authorities should be objective and avoid conflicts of interest.  
• Clear justification of the decisions leading to licensing of projects must be 
communicated to the public.  Member States may also set timeframes for the 
validity of any reasoned conclusions or consultations issued as part of the EIA 
procedure (European Community, 2015). 
• If a project or activity has significant adverse impacts on the environment it is 
mandatory for the developer to do what is necessary to mitigate these impacts. 
In this case monitoring is necessary. Monitoring procedures will be determined 
by Member States. Existing monitoring arrangements may be used to avoid 
duplication of monitoring and unnecessary costs (European Community, 2015). 
Finally it is worth mentioning that Member States have to harmonize their national 
legislation with the Directive by 16 May 2017 at the latest. They also have to 
communicate the national legislation they adopted to the Commission.   
2.2.2. Greek Legal Framework  
In Greece the first reference in the protection of the environment is significantly earlier 
of the EC Directive and it was made in the article 24 of the Greek Constitution. 
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Especially, paragraph 1 of the article 24 mentions that “The protection of the natural 
and cultural environment constitutes an obligation of the State. For its protection, the 
State must take particular preventive and repressive measures” (Constitution of Greece, 
2008).  
The institution of Environmental Licensing of projects and activities started in 1990 
with the harmonization of the Greek legislation with the Directive 85/337/EEC in the 
context of the provisions of the Law 1650/1986 (G.G.1 160A/18.10.1986) “For the 
protection of the environment” and the issue of the JMD2 69269/5387/1990  (G.G. 
678B/25.10.1990) “Ranking of projects and activities into categories, content of 
Environmental Impact Statements (EIS), setting the content of Specific Environmental 
Studies (SES) and other related provisions under the Law 1650/1986.”  
Before the year 1990 Environmental Licensing was required for:  
• Industrial projects and activities related activities under the provision of the PD3 
1180/81 (G.G. 293A/6.10.1981) “For industries, all kinds of mechanical 
installations and storages, and the safeguard of the environment in general”  
• For tourist facilities according to JMD 530992/1987 (G.G. 557B/87) and 
• For mining activities under the provisions of the Law 998/1979 (G.G. 
289/29.12.1979) “For the protection of forests and the country’s forest areas in 
general”. 
The reforming of the institution of environmental licensing of projects and activities 
under the provision of Law 1650/1986 and the JMD 69269/5387/1990 was made by 
the Law 3010/2002 (G.G. 91A/25.04.2002) “Harmonization of Law 1650/1986 with 
the Directives 97/11/EU and 96/01/EU, determination process and regulation of 
matters regarding water courses and other provisions”. Law 3010/2002 amended 
articles of Law 1650/1986 and issued the following JMD’s:   
• JMD 15393/2332/2002 (G.G. 1022B/5.8.2002) “Ranking of public and private 
projects in categories according to the article 3 of Law N. 1650/1986 as it was 
amended by the article 1 of Law 3010/2002 “Harmonization of Law  1650/1986 
with the Directives 97/11/EU and 96/01/EU, determination process and 
regulation of matters regarding water courses and other provisions” as it was 
supplemented by: JMD SES4 οικ.129079/2004 (G.G. 1409B/13.09.2004), 
JMD 145799/2005 (G.G. 1002B/18.7.2005 and JMD MEPPW5/SES/ 
οικ.126880/2007 (G.G. 435B/29.03.2007). 
• JMD 11014/703/F104/2003 (G.G. 332B/20.3.2003) “Preliminary 
Environmental Impact Assessment process (PEIA) and Approval of 
Environmental Terms (AET) according to article 4 of Law 1650/1986 (A’ 160) 
                                                          
1
 Government Gazette  
2 Joint Ministerial Decision (ΚΥΑ) 
3
 Presidential Decree (ΠΔ) 
4
 Special Environmental Service (ΕΥΠ) 
5
 Ministry of Environmental Planning and Public Works (ΥΠΕΧΩΔΕ)  
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as it was replaces by article 2 of Law 3010/2002 “Harmonization of Law 
1650/1986 with the Directives 97/11/EU and 96/01/EU, determination process 
and regulation of matters regarding water courses and other provisions”. 
• JMD 37111/2021/2003 (G.G. 1391B/29.09.2003) “Determination of public 
update and public participation during the Approval of Environmental Terms 
process of projects and activities under paragraph 2 of article 5 of Law 
1650/1986 as in was replaces with paragraph 2 and 3 of article 3 of Law 
3010/2002”.  
In parallel, with JMD MEPPW/SES/οικ. 107017/2006 (G.G. 1225B/5.9.2006) 
“Assessment of Environmental Impacts of certain plans and projects in compliance 
with the provisions of the Directive 2001/42/EU ‘about the Assessment of 
Environmental Impacts of certain plans and projects’ of the European Parliament 
and the Council of 27th June 2001.” the Directive 2001/42/EU was incorporated, 
defining the trans boundary, cross-regional or cross-prefectural plans and projects 
that are implemented in whole or in parts, inside protected areas or have to do with 
the agricultural, forestry, fishery, energy, industry, transportation, waste 
management, water resource management, telecommunications, tourism, urban and 
spatial planning or use of land sectors which define the framework for future project 
licensing of the first (A) category.  
Lastly for the Environmental Licensing of electricity production projects from 
Renewable Energy Resources (RER) the following legal framework applied: 
• Law 3851/2010 (G.G. 85A/4.6.2010) Acceleration of growth of 
Renewable Energy Resources towards tackling Climate Change and other 
provisions in jurisdictional matters of the Ministry of Environment, Energy 
and Climate Change (MEECC). 
• Law 3468/2006 (G.G. 129A/27.6.2006) Electric energy production from 
Renewable Energy Resources and cogeneration of high performance 
electricity and heat and other provisions.  
• JMD 104247/SES/MEPPW (G.G. 663B/26.5.2006) Preliminary 
Environmental Impact Assessment (PEIA) process and Approval of 
Environmental Terms of Renewable Energy Resources projects according 
to article 4 of the Law 1650/1986 as replaces from article 2 of Law 
3010/2002. 
• JMD 104248/SES/MEPPW (G.G. 663B/26.5.2006) Contents, documents 
and miscellaneous data of Preliminary Environmental Impact Assessment, 
of Environmental Impact Statements as well as related environmental 
studies of Renewable Energy Resources projects.  
According to article 8 of the Law 3851/2010, the observance of the PEIA procedure 
was not required for hybrid stations and stations for the production of electric energy 
from RER as well as the accompanying projects that are required for the electric 
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connection in the System or Network and the internal road construction and access 
projects.  
2.2.2.1. Law 1650/1986 and Law 3010/2002 
 The Law 1650/1986 was the basic legislation for the protection of the environment in 
the Greek law. Its purpose, as mentioned in article 1 is “the adoption of fundamental 
criteria and mechanisms for the protection of the environment in order for humans to 
live in as high quality level in which their health will be protected and the growth of 
their personality will be favored.” Main objectives of the Law entail (Law 1650/1986, 
1986):  
a. The prevention of pollution and the degradation of the environment in general and 
the necessary measures that have to be taken for that purpose.  
b. Ensuring human health from various forms of environmental degradation and 
especially from pollution and nuisance.  
c. Promotion of the balanced development of the national area in whole and its, in part, 
geographical and residential modules, through national environmental assessment.  
d. Ensuring the possibility of renewing natural resources and the rational use of non-
renewable or scarce resources in relation with the present and the future needs and with 
the protection of the environment as a criterion.  
e. Preserving the ecological balance of natural ecosystems and ensuring of their 
productive activity.  
f. Restoration of the environment.  
JMD 69269/5387/1990 (G.G. 678B/25.10.1990) “Ranking of projects and activities 
into categories, content of Environmental Impact Statements (EIS), setting the content 
of Specific Environmental Studies (SES) and other related provisions under the Law N. 
1650/1986” defined the contents of Environmental Impact Statements type A and B for 
projects and activities of the first category (A) of Law 1650/1986 that constitute 
Environmental Impact Statements type I and II for projects and activities of 
subcategories 1 and 2 of the first (A) category according to the transitional provisions 
of article 14 of JMD 11014/03/F104/2003. It also defined the contents of the 
Preliminary Environmental Impact Assessment (PEIS) type I and II as well as the 
contents of the according to the transitional provisions of article 14 of JMD 
11014/03/F104/2003 and the specifications for Special Environmental Studies (SES).  
The Law 1650/1986 for the protection of the environment was amended by the Law 
3010/2002, in order to be harmonized with the Directives 97/11/EU and 96/61/EU as 
concerning the protection of the environment from projects and activities that may 
induce adverse effects. Specifically articles 1, 2 and 3 replaced the articles 3, 4, and 5 
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of the Law 1650/1986. In article 1 of the amending Law 3010/2002 the projects and 
activities are placed in three categories, depending on their impacts on the environment. 
Simultaneously, the criteria used for the ranking in categories and groups are 
determined. In article 2 the basic principles of the Environmental Licensing process for 
projects and activities listed in categories A, B and C are determined. Also the enabling 
acts for the regulation of specific topics and details are determined. Lastly, article 3 
defines the contents of Environmental Impact Statements as well as the general 
principles of the consultation procedure and the disclosure of the Environmental Impact 
Statements.  
In JMD 15393/2332/2002 (G.G. 1022B/5.8.2002) projects and activities of the first (A) 
and second (B) category are subdivided in subcategories 1 and 2 for category A and 3 
and 4 for category B. At the same time, projects and activities, according to their 
subject, are ranked in ten groups that are subdivided in subgroups, based on their 
common characteristics with regard to their object and their possible environmental 
impact.  
Lastly, JMD 11014/03/F104/2003 defines the details of the Preliminary Environmental 
Impact Assessment (PEIA) and the Approval of Environmental Terms (AET) of 
projects and activities of subcategories 1 and 2 of category A and subcategories 3 and 
4 of category B as well as the renewal or amendment procedures of existing decisions 
of Approval of Environmental Terms. 
The environmental legal framework for environmental licensing described above, 
required time consuming and complicated procedures that did not ensure the protection 
of the environment (Ypeka, 2014).  
According to an evaluation report for the implementation of the Law 4014/2011 (2014), 
Greek legislation before Law 4014/2011 required and EIA for much more projects and 
activities than the EC Directive provided, entailing project with non-important possible 
adverse effects on the environment. It also required mandatory PEIA for a plethora of 
projects and activities.  
In addition, the time needed for the completion of the evaluation processes, the required 
studies as well as the issue of the relative transactions was notably long. It is worth 
mentioning that for projects and activities of category A1 the time needed for 
environmental licensing could exceed 20 months and could reach up to 42 months.  
The big number of Environmental Impact Statements along with the time consuming 
procedures created an extra administrative burden and lead to increased cost for the 
completion of the relevant procedures. At the same time environmental licensing 
process was complicate as it involved a variety of competent authorities and their 
opinion. It also lacked of standardization, practices and useful guidelines as well as 
supporting systems and new technologies such as electronic databases and information 
systems.  
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It should also be stated that the consultation process for EIS was not effective while at 
the same time the various competent authorities followed different practices in the 
environmental licensing procedures. Lastly, major omissions were noted with regards 
to monitoring of the implementation of the Approved Environmental Terms of 
operating projects and activities.  
All the previously mentioned issues imposed the amendment of the legal framework 
which happened with the enactment of Law 4014/2011, described in the following 
section.  
2.2.2.2. Law 4014/2011 
The environmental legislative framework, as it was implemented with the Law 
1650/1986 and the later Law 3010/2002 and the accompanying regulatory provisions, 
made environmental licensing a notably time-consuming procedure and did not achieve 
the target of environmental protection (YPEKA, 2014). Summarizing, the key issues 
regarding the Greek EIA legislative framework (implemented by Law 1650/1986 and 
Law 3010/2002) include: 
• Time consuming procedures as mentioned above in the evaluation report for the 
implementation of the Law 4014/2011 (YPEKA, 2014) 
• Lack of inspections or follow up regarding the compliance with the Approved 
Environmental Terms (WWF, 2008) 
• Lack of transparency in the consultation process (WWF, 2007) 
• Ineffective environmental protection (YPEKA, 2014) 
 For that reason in September 2011 the Law 4014/2011 (G.G. 209A/2001) 
“Environmental licensing for projects and activities, regulation of arbitrary 
constructions by reference to the creation of environmental balance and other 
competence provisions of the Ministry of Environment” was issued. With Law 
4014/2011 the procedures that concern environmental licensing for projects and 
activities of both public and private sector are redefined. Basic aim of this Law’s 
regulations is the simplification, the streamlining and the shortening of the relevant 
procedures while ensuring a high level of environmental protection (Ypeka, 2015).  
With the Law 4014/2011, among others, the following innovations were claimed to be 
introduced (Ypeka, 2015): 
i. The procedures regarding environmental licensing of projects and activities are 
simplified and streamlined and the time required for the issue of the relevant 
decisions is reduced.  
ii. The number of projects and activities for which the submission of an 
Environmental Impact Statement is required in order to obtain their 
environmental license is reduced.  
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iii. Mandatory periodic regular and special inspections by competent services and 
individuals inspectors are adopted in order to ensure effective environmental 
protection. 
iv. Overlapping licenses (sewage disposal license, non-hazardous and hazardous 
waste management license, approval of intervention in forest or woodland) are 
eliminated and are incorporated in the Environmental Terms Approval 
Decisions (ETAD). 
v. Signatories from other Ministers for the issuing of the Environmental Terms 
Approval Decisions (ETAD) are repealed.  
vi. The duration of the Environmental Terms Approval Decisions is lengthened in 
10 years or 12 years for projects having implemented ISO, or 14 for projects 
having implemented EMAS. Also, the validity of existing ETAD is prolonged 
until the completion of ten years from their issue. 
vii. The requirement for a Preliminary Environmental Impact Assessment (PEIA) 
is repealed and its submission becomes optional.  
viii. For the environmental licensing of projects and activities inside the Natura 2000 
network, the submission and evaluation of a “Special Ecological Assessment” 
is required.  
ix. The creation of Electronic Environmental Registry (EER) and Electronic 
submission of the Environmental Impact Statements is established as well as 
the monitoring of the issue of the Environmental Terms Approval Decisions 
process or amendment / renewal etc. 
x. Environmental Project ID is created, which includes all environmental 
information for the project. Environmental ID is a unique number that each 
project receives with the beginning of the Environmental Licensing process.  
Specifically with the JMD 1958/1912 (G.G. 21B/2012) all projects and activities for 
which environmental licensing is required have been classified into two categories: A 
(which is divided into the subcategories A1 and A2) and B and in 12 groups common 
to all categories. Subcategory A1 entails the projects and activities that may cause 
severe adverse effects on the environment, while in subcategory A2 entails the projects 
and activities that may cause significant environmental effects. Category B includes 
projects and activities involving local and insignificant environmental impact. 
At this point it should be stated that the classification to categories A (A1&A2) and B 
is linked to the relevant categories in ANNEX I and ANNEX II of the EU Directive. 
Also according to Law 4014/2011 projects and activities in category B do not follow 
the EIA process prescribed subsequently for projects A1 and A2. Projects and activities 
listed in category B are subject to Standard Environmental Commitments (SEC).   
The groups are the following: 
Group 1: Land and air transport projects 
Group 2: Hydraulic projects 
Group 3: Port projects 
Group 4: Environmental infrastructure systems 
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Group 5: Mining activities 
Group 6: Tourist facilities and urban redevelopment projects, of building sector, sport 
and leisure 
Group 7: Bird and livestock facilities 
Group 8: Aquacultures 
Group 9: Industrial and associated activities 
Group 10: Renewable energy Resources 
Group 11: Energy, fuel and chemicals transportation  
Group 12: Special projects and activities 
For the environmental licensing of projects and activities listed in category A, briefly 
the following procedure is followed:  
The developer of the project or activity, if he wishes, requests the competent 
environmental authority’s opinion for the Preliminary Specification of Environmental 
Requirements (GSER), equivalent to the scoping process. Then and if a positive opinion 
for the Preliminary Specification of Environmental Requirements (GSER) is given or 
for cases that the submission of GSER has not been chosen the developer submits the 
Environmental Impact Statement. The EIS is published and the consultation process in 
this, is completed. The competent authority after taking into consideration the relevant 
statutory consultations, prepares the Environmental Terms Approval Decision or its 
rejection decision.  
Competent authority for the evaluation of Environmental Impact Statements of projects 
and activities listed in subcategory A1 of category A is the Department of 
Environmental Licensing (DEL) of the Ministry of Environment Energy and Climate 
Change and until its establishment, the Special Environmental Service (SES), or the 
General Environmental Issued Department of the Division of Environmental Design or 
the Department of Industries of the Division of Control of Air Pollution and Noise 
(DCAPN), depending which group the project or activity is listed. The Environmental 
Terms Approval Decisions for projects and activities listed in subcategory A1 are 
made-singed by the Minister of Environment Energy and Climate Change in the form 
of ministerial decisions. 
For projects and activities of the A2 subcategory, competent authorities are the 
environmental division of Decentralized Administrations and the Environmental Terms 
Approval Decisions are decisions of their General Secretaries respectively.  
For environmental licensing of projects and activities listed in category B the 
submission and evaluation of an EIS is not required, but they are subjected to Standard 
Environmental Commitments (SEC) which form an integral part of the required 
licenses that are required for their construction, installation and operation.  
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For the implementation of Law 4014/2011 the following regulatory provisions have 
been issued:  
• MD6 167563/13 (G.G. 964/B/13) with which the procedures and specific 
criteria for environmental licensing are specified.  
• Special Ecological Assessment Specifications (G.G. 2436/B/2013) for 
projects and activities listed in category B of article 10 of Law 4014/2011. 
• MD 1958/12 (G.G. 21/B/12) classification of projects and activities in 
categories/subcategories depending on their potential environmental effects and 
in groups of projects/activities with the same subject.  
• MD 20741/12 (G.G. 1565/B/12) amendment and completion of JMD 1958/12. 
• MD 15277/12 (G.G. 1077/B/12) with which the procedures for the 
incorporation on Environmental Terms Approval Decision and Standard 
Environmental Commitments of the approval of intervention in forest and forest 
areas.  
• ΜD 21697/12 (G.G. 224/YODD/12) establishment of the Central Council of 
Environmental Permitting (CCEP). 
• JMD 21398/12 (G.G. 1470/B/12) for the establishment and operation of a 
website for the suspension of Environmental Terms Approval Decisions and 
their renewal/modification. 
• Specifications of content for Environmental Terms Approval Decisions, for 
projects and activities listed in category A of MD 1958/12, as it applies, 
according to article 2 paragraph 7 of Law 4014/2011. 
• Instructions for operating a specific website for posting online Environmental 
Terms Approval Decisions in application of article 19a of Law 4014/2011.  
• Specification of procedures regarding consultation and public information 
process and participation of interested public in public consultation during the 
environmental licensing of projects and activities listed in category A. (G.G. 
45/B/15.01.2014). 
• Replacement of ANNEX II of MD 1958/2012 “Classification of projects and 
activities in categories/subcategories according to article 1 paragraph 4 of Law 
4014/21.09.2011 (G.G. A 209/2011)” (B21) as it is applied (G.G. 3089 
B/4.12.2013) 
• Specification of the content of environmental licensing files for projects and 
activities listed in category A of MD1958/2012 (B21) as it is applied, according 
to article 11 of Law 4014, as well as any other relevant detail. (G.G. 
135/B/27.01.2014). 
• Specification of supply and maintenance, procedures and permissions for 
electronic access and information import as well as any other detail for the 
organization, implementation and operation of the Environmental Electronic 
Registry (EER) (G.G. 1817B/2.7.2014). 
                                                          
6
 Ministerial Decision  
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• Amendment of MD 1985/2012 (G.G. 2036B/25.07.2014).  
In Table 1, the stages of the environmental licensing process for projects and categories 
listed in categories A1 and A2 are presented along with the duration of each stage as it 
is proposed in Law 4014/2011. It is obvious that the time needs for the completion of 
the environmental licensing procedures is much shorter than the respective time needed 
in the previous legislation. However, a question is raised on whether these timelines are 
adhered to and whether in practice the total duration of the process has been reduced.  
Table 1: Stages and duration of the environmental licensing process for projects and categories listed 
in categories A1 and A2. 
Stage 
Duration (Days) 
A1 A2 
File’s standard completeness check 15 10 
Disclosure of the EIS 2 2 
Public consultation 45 35 
Evaluation of statutory consultations 20 20 
ETAD syntax 25 15 
 
The enactment of Law 4014/2011 in Greece predates the adoption of Directive 
2014/52/EU. For that reason in the next section the conformity of Greek Environmental 
Legislation with the revised EU Directives is attempted. This comparison along with 
the results of the scientific research regarding the effectiveness of the implementation 
of the Law 4014/2011 presented in the next chapters can indicate the effectiveness of 
Law 4014/2011 regarding environmental protection. 
2.3. Conformity of Greek Environmental Legislation with EU Directives  
Directives 2011/92/EU and 2014/52/EU set the time-frame for the screening 
procedure. Specifically Member States shall ensure that the competent authority should 
make its determination regarding screening as soon as possible and within a period of 
time not exceeding 90 days from the date on which the developer has submitted all the 
information required (Art. 4, Par. 6, EC,  2014). However, the Greek screening 
procedure employs the thresholds approach which according to Law 4014/2011 is 
based on an already existing list of projects and activities which are categorized based 
on specific criteria and thresholds set by the legislator as mentioned in the previous 
section. 
In addition, Directive 2014/52/EU states that upon developers request the competent 
authority shall issue an opinion on the scope and the level of detail of the information 
to be included by the developer in the Environmental Impact Assessment report. 
Member states may also require the competent authorities to give an opinion, 
irrespective of whether the developer so requests (Art. 4, Par. 2, EC, 2014). In Law 
4014/2011 and especially with the regulatory provision set by G.G. 135/B’/27-1-2013 
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provides the contents of Environmental Impact Statements for projects and activities 
listed in category A (A1 and A2). 
Article 6 of Directive 2014/52/EU provides with the requirements regarding the 
consultation and public participation process from the competent authorities and the 
public. The time-frames for consulting the public concerned on the Environmental 
Impact Assessment report shall not be shorter than 30 days (Art. 6, Par. 7, EC, 2014). 
In Greek legislation framework the requirements for public consultation where 
determined by the issue of G.G. 45/B/15-1-2014. The required, by the revised 
Directive, time-frames are respected as it is demonstrated in Table 1 in the previous 
section. Yet the effectiveness of public consultation is a matter of question in this 
dissertation since certain tools prescribed in Greek legislation, such as the Electronic 
Environmental Registry, have not been activated.  
Articles 5 and 6 of Directive 2014/52/EU, state that the competent authorities can be 
consulted either in general terms or in case-by-case basis (EC, 2014). To that end, Law 
4014/2011 prescribes the establishment of the Certified EIS Inspectors Registry for the 
evaluation of EIS and the Approval of Environmental Terms Decision syntax and the 
promotion of the environmental licensing procedures (Ypeka, 2011). Certified 
Inspectors conduct, in case they are asked by the competent authorities to do so, a 
detailed check on the EIS, carry out the required contacts for the relevant statutory 
consultations and write the draft Approval of Environmental Terms Decisions which 
then file to the relevant authority of the Ministry of Environment. The Presidential 
Decree for the establishment and the function of this registry is pending.  
In Directive 2014/52/EU, the conditions and the contents of the development consent 
procedures as well as monitoring arrangements for the audit of significant adverse 
effects of projects and activities on the environment, are defined (EC, 2014). It is worth 
mentioning that with G.G. 228/A/2001 the Special Agency for Environmental 
Inspections was established. Basic responsibility of the Special Agency for 
Environmental Inspections is to carry out audits and determine compliance with the 
Approved Environmental Terms of projects and activities of public, semi-public and 
private sector across the country (Ypeka, 2015).  
It is worth mentioning that before the implementation of Law 4014 in 2011 there 
weren’t any provision in the legislative framework regarding monitoring and post 
development inspection. To that end the philosophy of Law 4014/2011 was to redirect 
the emphasis to post development monitoring and inspections rather than pre-
development permitting processes. The inspections legally foreseen, would be 
systematic and random and would be carried out by public sector inspectors and private 
semi-inspectors. The relevant legislation to this day hasn’t been enacted creating many 
issues especially regarding projects in category B which are not checked prior to their 
approval but as mentioned above are subject to Standard Environmental Commitments. 
Post development inspections and monitoring is a very serious issue which is 
investigated further in the research.  
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Lastly the revised Directive states that the contents of the decisions to grant or refuse a 
development must be made available to the public. The details published must include, 
among others, information about the public participation process (Art. 9, Art. 9a, EC, 
2014). The Law 4014/2011 prescribes the online posting of the Approval of 
Environmental Terms Decisions (Art. 19a, Law 4014/2011, Ypeka, 2015). However, 
the Approval of Environmental Terms Decisions posted in the relevant site do not 
include information about the public participation process neither a relevant 
requirement for the disclosure of this process is prescribed in the legislation and the 
regulatory provisions that accompany it.  
At this point has to be stated that according to the provisions of the EU Directive, EIA 
must be made publicly available in order to fulfill the requirements of both the Directive 
and the Aarhus Convention. These procedures are foreseen in Law 4014/2011 with the 
establishment of the Electronic Environmental Registry (EER). In the EER all the 
procedures and information about the Environmental Licensing process of a project or 
activity are registered and should be made publically electronically available. The EER 
was supposed to function by July 2014 according to the relevant regulatory provision 
(G.G. 1817B/2.7.2014) however it is still not available meaning that EISs are not 
publicly readily available for their review prior to their approval, making the relevant 
consultation (public and statutory) problematic.  
Concluding, in this chapter, a review regarding the EU and Greek Legislation for EIA 
and Environmental Licensing Process of projects and activities was presented. The 
presentation covered the evolution of the legal framework from its origins more than 
30 years ago, to its latest amendments. In addition, an attempt has been made in order 
to determine the compliance of the Greek legislation with the latest EU Directives on 
EIA even though Law 4014/2011 preceded the enactment of Directive 2014/52/EU. 
This comparative assessment is essential for the purposes of this dissertation since it 
can indicate points in the Greek legislation, regarding the Environmental Licensing 
process, that need to be improved. 
As mentioned in the previous chapter, main purpose of this dissertation is to evaluate 
the effectiveness of EIA system in Greece. In the next chapter the methodological 
approach for this evaluation is presented.  Specifically, the approach includes the use 
of semi-structured questionnaires addressed to several stakeholders involved in the EIA 
process in order to determine the effectiveness of the present legislation. The evaluation 
continues with the assessment of EISs submitted in Greece since the enactment of Law 
4014/2011 with the use of a review package designed for this purpose (IAU Review 
Package).     
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3. Methodological Approach for EIA Evaluation 
3.1 Introduction 
In the previous chapter, a review of the EU and Greek environmental legislation was 
presented. In addition, an attempt has been made in order to determine the compliance 
of the Greek legal framework for environmental licensing with the respective EU. In 
this chapter the methodological approach for evaluating the effectiveness of the EIA 
process for environmental licensing and the Environmental Impact Statements 
submitted is presented.  
The research design employed mixed methods with the aim of increasing the robustness 
of the findings. The first methodological approach involved the evaluation of the 
effectiveness of the environmental licensing process for projects and activities in 
Greece as it is applied by the Law 4014/2011 with the use of semi-structured 
questionnaire and interviews which was addressed in a National Survey to various 
stakeholders involved in the EIA process (competent authorities’ representatives, 
environmental engineers, NGO’s etc.). The second methodological approach involved 
the evaluation of the EIS’s submitted in Greece after the implementation of Law 4014 
in 2011. For the evaluation of the EIS’s quality a review package developed by the 
Impact Assessment Unit (IAU) of Oxford Brookes University was used. 
In the first section of this chapter the theoretical background of questionnaire forming 
and design and the final questionnaire used are presented. The second section deals 
with the presentation of the methodological steps used to evaluate the EISs submitted 
in Greece.  
3.2. Methodological Approach for estimating the Effectiveness of EIA System 
Applied by Law 4014/2011 
In order to evaluate the effectiveness if the EIA system in Greece prescribed by the Law 
4014/1011 the methodology presented in Figure 1 was implemented. The 
methodological approach is divided in two sections. The first section concerns the 
assessment of the effectiveness of the Environmental Licensing Process by conducting 
a National Survey taking into account the consultations of several stakeholders 
involved in the EIA process while the second concerns the evaluation of EISs submitted 
in Greece since the enactment of Law 4014/2011.  
First step in determining the effectiveness of the Environmental Licensing process by 
conducting a National Survey, was the determination of the various stakeholders 
involved in any way in the EIA process (Stakeholder Analysis). The stakeholders that 
resulted from the stakeholder analysis are the target group of the questionnaire that was 
designed for that purpose. The data collected were analyzed (Data Analysis) in order to 
codify the information that draw conclusions about the effectiveness of the 
Environmental Licensing process. The guidelines for questionnaire design, the 
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stakeholder analysis and the method of data analysis are presented in the following 
sections.  
Regarding the evaluation of the EIS quality filed in Greece since the enactment of Law 
4014/2011 the first step was the collection of a sample of EISs after contacting 
competent authorities as well as via the internet. The sample was then classified into 
groups and categories and was evaluated with the use of a review package developed 
for that purpose. The data which derived from the evaluation were processed (Data 
Analysis). The form and context of the review package are described in the following 
sections.  
 
Figure 1: Methodological Approach 
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3.3. National Survey  
As mentioned above for the evaluation of the EIA system effectiveness in Greece two 
approaches were followed. The first concerned the evaluation of the effectiveness of 
the Environmental Licensing process in Greece as it is applied by the Law 4014/2011 
by conducting a National Survey in order to assess the opinions of relevant 
stakeholders. In this section the relevant steps of the methodological approach are 
described.  
3.3.1. Stakeholder Analysis  
Aim of the Stakeholder Analysis, which was conducted as a first step in the 
methodological approach, is to identify the individuals and authorities that are involved 
in any way in the EIA process. These individuals among other include people that 
conduct EIA as a part of their occupation, competent authorities’ employees responsible 
for the evaluation of the EISs submitted as well as competent authority representatives 
that provide with statutory consultations during the Environmental Licensing process.  
In addition, it is worth mentioning that according to the provisions of the Law 
4014/2011 the public is entitled to provide statutory consultations during the 
Environmental Licensing Process. For that reason, stakeholders are also NGO’s and 
Protected Areas’ Management Bodies. In the following table the stakeholders that 
derived from the stakeholder analysis are presented.  
Table 2: Stakeholders involved in the EIA process 
Ministry of Environment (YPEKA)  
Decentralized Administrations-Departments of Environment and 
Environmental Planning  
Environmental Managers/Planners  
NGOs 
Protected Areas’ Management Bodies  
As presented in table 2 the stakeholders involves in the EIA process in Greece are first 
of all the Ministry of Environment which is responsible for the Environmental 
Licensing of projects and activities listed in Category A1. For the Environmental 
Licensing of projects and activities listed in Category A2 responsible is the relevant 
Decentralized Administrations and specifically the Departments of Environment and 
Environmental Planning.  
Furthermore Environmental Managers/Planners are the individuals that are responsible 
for conducting EIA and usually are engineers who have a scholar degree of category 27 
(Enabling them to conduct EIA studies). Other stakeholders involve in the EIA process 
include the Management Bodies of Protected areas as well as Environmental NGOs 
3.3.2. Theoretical Background for Questionnaire Designing  
A questionnaire is a formalized set of questions for obtaining information from 
respondents (Malhotra, 2014). Main purpose of a questionnaire is to transform the 
information that the researcher needs to obtain into clearly defined questions that the 
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respondents find comprehensible and want to answer. In addition, a questionnaire 
should be unbiased and its design should stimulate the respondents to engage in the 
interview.  Lastly, a questionnaire should minimize response error (Malhotra, 2014). 
Errors in questionnaires can derive either from incorrect answers from the respondents’ 
side or from false recording of answers or mistakes in the processing of the data 
obtained from the researchers’ side.  
According to Malhotra (2014), the guidelines that support questionnaire design are 
presented in Figure 2 as a series of 10 steps.  
 
Figure 2: Guidelines to support questionnaire design (Malhotra, 2014) 
As presented in Figure 1 the first step in designing a questionnaire is to determine the 
information that the researcher needs to obtain. All the aspects of the problem and the 
research questions should be defined clearly in order to maintain the target of the 
questionnaire. In addition, it is very important to define who the respondents of the 
questionnaire will be and adjust it to their level of education and experience. 
Questionnaires that fail to keep in mind the characteristics of the respondents, 
particularly their level of education and experience lead to a high incidence is 
“uncertain” or “no opinion” responses (Malhotra, 2014).  
The second step in forming a questionnaire is to determine the type of interviewing 
method which specifies the way that the data will be obtained. Interviewing methods, 
among others, include: Personal interviews, mail/electronic/internet questionnaires and 
1
•Specify the Information Needed
2
•Specify the Type of Interview Method
3
•Determine the Content of Individual Questions
4
•Design the Questions and Overcome the Respondent's 
Inability and Unwillingness to Answer
5
•Decide on the Question Structure
6
•Determine the Question Wording 
7
•Arrange the Questions in Proper Order 
8
•Choose the Form and Layout
9
•Reproduce the Questionnaire 
10
•Pretest the Questionnaire 
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computer assisted interviews. Personal interviews allow the researcher to use more 
complicated questionnaires that can include various types of questions as well as visual 
aids. Mail/Electronic questionnaires are answered directly from the respondents and for 
that reason they have to be simpler and the instructions for their completion have to be 
clear in order to avoid misconceptions. Lastly, in computer-assisted interviews, a 
computer guides the respondent through complex skip patterns and can incorporate 
randomization of questions to eliminate other bias (Malhotra, 2014).  
After selecting the type of interviewing method the next step is to determine the content 
of each question. While determining the content of the questions the researcher should 
consider whether the question is essential for obtaining the data he needs and whether 
several questions are required instead of one in order to avoid double-barreled 
questions. In double-barreled questions two or more questions are combined into one. 
To avoid confusing these questions, should be asked separately (Malhotra, 2014).  
Two of the greatest challenges in designing a questionnaire is to overcome the 
respondent’s inability and unwillingness to answer. It is not always possible for the 
respondents to answer the questions provided from the researcher during an interview 
or a questionnaire completion. Sometimes respondents find themselves unable to 
answer duo to lack of information on the subject their being interviewed for, or the fact 
that their memory on the subjects has faded away. Also the respondents may not be able 
to express their ideas coherently. This problem can be tackled with providing the 
respondents with a set of alternatives from which he can express his preference.  
However even if a respondent can answer a specific question there is also the possibility 
that he might not want to. Respondents may lose their interest in participating in the 
questionnaire or interview if they feel they have to put too much effort. Another reason 
that justifies the respondent’s unwillingness to answer is that respondents may object 
to questions that do not seem to serve a legitimate purpose such as questions regarding 
age, income or place of residence (Malhotra, 2014). The same applies with questions 
attempting to obtain personal or sensitive information from the respondents. Examples 
of sensitive topics include money, family life, political and religious beliefs and 
involvement in accidents or crimes (Malhotra, 2014).  
The fifth step in designing a questionnaire is the determination of the structure of the 
questions. Questions generally can be divided in to two categories as presented in figure 
2. Unstructured questions are open-ended questions that respondents answer in their 
own words (Malhotra, 2014). Main advantage of open-ended questions is that the 
respondents can answer the questions and articulate their opinions in their own words 
without the partiality that is linked to predetermined sets of alternative answers. On the 
other hand unstructured questions are more difficult to record, codify and process.  
Structured questions specify the set of responses as well as their format (Malhotra, 
2014). Structured questions can be subdivided to: multiple-choice, dichotomous and 
scale questions (Figure 3). In multiple-choice questions, the researcher provides a 
choice of answers and the respondents are asked to select on or more of the alternatives 
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given (Malhotra, 2014). In dichotomous questions the respondent is offered only two 
choices (e.g. yes or no) while scale questions are a type of multiple choice question 
with the difference that the answers are arranged in a series or graduated.   
 
Figure 3: Type of questions (Malhotra, 2014) 
According to Malhotra (2014) translating the information needed into clearly worded 
questions that are easily understood is the most difficult aspect of questionnaire 
development. In order to ensure the appropriate wording while forming the questions 
the principles presented subsequently should be followed. First, is the determination of 
the point in question which has to be understandable from the respondent. The terms 
who, what, when and where can serve as guidelines for defining the issue (Malhotra, 
2014). Second, the questions have to be simple and the use of uncommon words should 
be avoided. In addition the researcher should try not to use equivocal words since a 
number of words such as usually, normally, frequently, often etc. can have different 
meanings to different people (Malhotra, 2014).   Lastly, the researcher should refrain 
from using questions that prompt or encourage the desired answer as well as positive 
and negative assertions that increase the respondent’s bias.   
When it comes to arranging the question in the proper order the researcher should take 
into account the opening questions, the type of information he needs to obtain, the 
difficulty of the questions and the effect they might have on subsequent question. For 
these reasons the question should be arranged in a logical order, organized around topic 
areas (Malhotra, 2014). The final steps in questionnaire development have to do with 
the design of the questionnaire’s format, its means of reproduction and its pretesting 
which refers to the testing of the questionnaire on a small sample of respondents to 
identify and eliminate potential problems (Malhotra, 2014).  
3.3.2.1 Questionnaire Presentation  
As it was mentioned in previous chapters, one of the main objectives of this dissertation 
is to estimate the effectiveness of the environmental licensing process for projects and 
activities in Greece as it is applied by the Law 4014/2011. Opinions of the various 
stakeholders involved in the EIA process is essential in order to determine the 
effectiveness of the procedures regarding environmental licensing (Figure 4). 
Stakeholders involved in environmental licensing of projects and activities in Greece 
include: Environmental Managers/Planners, competent authorities’ representatives, 
NGO’s etc. The professional involvement of the aforementioned stakeholders in the 
EIA process as resulted from the stakeholder analysis makes them the target 
respondents.  
Questions
Unstructured Structured
Multiple-choice Dichotomous Scale
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Figure 4: Questionnaire Design 
The type of interviewing method which was chosen in order to obtain the relevant 
stakeholders’ opinion was semi-structured questionnaires. The questionnaire contained 
both open-ended (Figure 5) and structured questions in the form of multiple choice and 
scale questions (Figures 6). The questionnaire was distributed via e-mail to the relevant 
stakeholders across the country and it was designed with the use of relevant 
questionnaire design software provided through the internet (Google Forms). It was 
divided in two sections. In the first part the respondents were asked to evaluate the 
effectiveness of the environmental licensing procedures applied by the Law 4014/2011 
and rank the main reasons they think the Law is not effective if they disagree. In the 
second part the respondents were asked to identify the basic deficiencies of the EISs 
submitted and evaluate the importance of the participation of competent authorities and 
the public in the EIA process.  
The questionnaire, as it was distributed, is presented in ANNEX I. The results are 
presented thoroughly in the next chapter.   
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Figure 5: Open-ended questions 
 
Figure 6: Multiple-choice and scale questions 
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3.3.3. Data Analysis Methods  
As mentioned in the previous section the questionnaire that was designed contained 
three types of questions: Multiple Choice, Scale and Open-Ended Questions. In this 
section the methods with which the data obtained were processes are described.  
Multiple Choice Questions 
The multiple choice questions are question that provide the respondent with a set o 
alternative answers. The data obtained from this type of questions are considered as 
nominal data. In nominal data the values are qualitative and represent categories. The 
only allowable calculation in nominal data is to count the frequency of each value 
(Keller, 2012). To that end for each multiple choice question the frequency of each of 
the proposed answers was calculated. Frequency is the number of observation of a 
specific answer in the sample collected as presented in the following formula. 
 = #   
After calculating the frequency of each value (qualitative) the relative frequency was 
calculated. Relative Frequency, which is presented in the following formula, lists the 
categories and the proportion with which each occurs (Keller, 2012).  
  =  
#  
 #  
 
The results of the processing of the data from multiple choice questions described above 
are presented in a pie chart which is the most appropriate way of presenting nominal 
data.  
Scale Questions  
In scale question the respondent were asked to rank the between significance of a 
variety of choices that was provided with. The least significant choice was graded with 
1 while the most significant choice was graded with 5 to 7 depending on the number of 
the choices offered. For the processing of data required the frequency of each 
preference was calculated. Aim of the process was to calculate a relative rank of the 
choice in order to determine the most and least preferred choice. The relative rank was 
calculated by the following formula:  
  =  ∗ # !" !#$%&'!$ + ) ∗ # !" !#$%&'!$ + ⋯ 
The choice that received the highest relative grade was the most preferred while the 
choices that received the lowest grade were the least preferred. The results are 
presented in the form of a table starting from the most preferred choice.  
Open-Ended Questions  
As mentioned in a previous section in open-ended questions the respondents have the 
opportunity to answer in their own words (Malhotra, 2014). However the processing 
of these type of questions can be challenging since it requires careful codification. In 
order to codify the questions the following procedure was followed.  
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First the all responses were read in order to capture the general ideas expressed by 
the respondents. Then categories were created. The categories were limited as much 
as possible so as to avoid the dispersion of the answers. Finally each individual 
answer was classified to the closest category. The answers are presented in a table in 
the next chapter. It should be stated that the most frequent answers are placed in the 
top of the table and as we move to the bottom the answers are not so frequent. Each 
codified answer is accompanied by the frequency with which it appeared in the 
answers.  
3.4. EIS Quality Evaluation  
In the previous section the various steps of the methodological approach towards 
determining the effectiveness of the Environmental Licensing process of projects and 
activities were presented. Second objective of this dissertation is to assess the quality 
of Environmental Impacts Statements (EISs) submitted in Greece since the enactment 
of Law 4014/2011. So, in this sections the steps described in the methodological 
approach are presented in detail.  
3.4.1. EIS sample  
First step in the methodological approach for determining the quality of the EISs filed 
in Greece since the implementation of Law 4014/2011 is the collection of the Sample. 
To that end competent authorities across the country where contacted in order to obtain 
EISs. Specifically, the Departments of Environment of the Decentralized 
Administrations were contacted.  In addition, a number of EISs where accessed through 
the internet since in some prefectures (e.g. Crete, Thessaly) the statements are posted 
online in specific websites in order to facilitate the consultation process as prescribed 
in the legislation.  
At this point it should be stated that certain limitations strained the EIS collection. As 
mentioned above only two Prefectures (Crete, Thessaly) publish the EISs submitted 
online following the implementation of the Aarhus convention and the public 
participation requirements of the EIA Directive. The rest of the sample was obtained 
after contacting the relevant Decentralized Administrations as well as the Ministry of 
Environment. 
The EISs collected were classified in groups and categories before their evaluation. As 
mentioned in a previous chapter projects and activities in Greece are divided in 12 
groups and in 2 categories A and B. Category A is subdivided in categories A1 and A2. 
For the purposes of this dissertation, only EISs of projects and activities listed in 
category A were evaluated. The sample collected is presented in detail in the following 
chapter. In the next section the Oxford Brooks Review Package that was used for the 
evaluation is presented.  
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3.4.2. Oxford Brookes Review Package 
In order to strengthen the research design of the Greek EIA system evaluation 
effectiveness, apart from the National Stakeholders’ Survey which provided with 
perceptual data, it was considered important to review EIS quality conducted after the 
EIA system reform using a structured evaluation method. To that end the Oxford 
Brooked University Review Package (Glasson et al., 2005) was selected. The Review 
Package which consists of 92 structured evaluation criteria was used to evaluate the 
sample of EISs collected.  
The EISs document the information and estimate of impacts derived from the various 
steps in the EIA process and constitute a vital step (Glasson et al., 2005). This review 
package can be considered as a useful tool towards reviewing an EIS since it examines 
the completeness of information entailed in it. The package is separated in 8 different 
parts and each part entails a variety of distinctive review criteria as it will be presented 
subsequently. It should be stated that the success of an EIS review depends on the 
experience of the reviewer and his ability to make a judgment on the quality of the EIS 
as a whole, based upon the systematic assessment of its parts (Glasson et al., 2005).  
As mentioned above the package is separated in 8 parts that assess the quality of an EIS 
regarding the following aspects: 
1. Description of the Development and more specifically the principles and features 
of the project, the land requirements, the project inputs and the residues and 
emissions. 
2. Description of the Environment and more specifically the description of the area 
occupied by and surrounding the project and the baseline conditions. 
3. Scoping, Consultation and Impact Identification  
4. Prediction and Evaluation of Impacts and more specifically the magnitude of 
impacts, the methods and data used during the assessment and the evaluation of 
impact significance. 
5. Alternatives  
6. Mitigations and Monitoring and more specifically description of the mitigation 
measures, commitment to mitigation and monitoring and examination of the 
environmental effects of mitigation.  
7. Non-technical Summary,  
8. Organization and Presentation of Information and also the difficulties in 
compiling the information.  
Altogether the EIS is evaluated against 92 criteria each of which is graded separately 
and according to the quality of the information provided in the EIS. The grades vary 
from 0 to 5 on the basis of the grading system established by the Manchester University. 
Specifically the grading system is presented below (Glasson et al., 2005): 
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0 Very unsatisfactory with important tasks poorly done or not attempted  
1 Not satisfactory, revealing significant omissions or inadequacies 
2 Indicates that parts are well attempted but, on the whole, just unsatisfactory because of omissions or inadequacies 
3 Regarded as just satisfactory despite some omissions or inadequacies 
4 Generally satisfactory with only minor omissions and inadequacies 
5 
Indicates that the work has generally been well performed with no important 
omissions  
After grading each criterion separately a general grade for the section is calculated. The 
general grade is the average of grade of the separate criteria. In the end a total grade for 
the EIS is calculated as an average of the 8 different parts which are characterized by 
IAU as the Best Practice Requirements (Glasson et al., 2005). Simultaneously the EISs 
were examined according to the Minimum Requirements as prescribed in the EIA 
Regulations. The Minimum Requirements are criteria already examined in the review 
package. Table 3 summarizes the Minimum Requirements.  
Table 3: Minimum Requirements (Glasson et al., 2005) 
1. A description of the development comprising information on the site, design and 
size of the development. 
2. A description of the measures envisaged in order to avoid, reduce and, if possible, 
remedy significant adverse effects. 
3. The data required to identify and assess the main effects which the development 
in likely to have on the environment. 
4. An outline of the main alternatives studied and an indication of the main reasons 
for their choice, taking into account the environmental effects. 
5. A non-technical summary of the information provided under paragraphs 1 to 4 
above.  
The completed review package that was used for the evaluation of a sample of EISs for 
various projects and activities collected for the purposes of this dissertation is presented 
in ANNEX II. In the next chapter the application of the methodological approach 
introduced in this chapter is presented and specifically the results of the interviews and 
the EIS review.  
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4. EIA System Evaluation Results 
4.1. Introduction 
In the previous chapter the methodological approach towards the evaluation of the 
Greek EIA system was presented. Specifically the methodology is divided in two 
sections. The first section concerns the evaluation of the Environmental Licensing 
Process introduced by Law 4014/2011 with the use of semi-structured questionnaires 
that were distributed in relevant stakeholders across the country. The second section 
concerns the evaluation of a sample of EISs submitted in Greece since the enactment 
of Law 4014/2011 with the use of a review package designed by the Oxford Brookes 
University for that purpose.  
In this chapter the results of the two sections of the methodological approach are 
presented. At first the results of the EIS quality evaluation are presented, followed by 
the outcome of national survey. The results deriving from the implementation of the 
aforementioned methodological approach are very important in order to determine the 
effectiveness of the EIA system in Greece and propose recommendation for its 
improvement. 
4.2. EIS Evaluation Results  
As mentioned in the previous chapter a sample of EISs was collected after contacting 
relevant competent authorities and accessing the internet since some prefectures publish 
the EISs submitted for the purposes of public consultation. In total, 105 EISs were 
evaluated with the process described in the previous chapter.  
4.2.1. Sample Presentation 
The EISs collected were submitted in the relevant authorities (Ministry of Environment, 
Decentralized Administrations) after the enactment of Law 4014/2011 in September 
2011. In Figure 7 the spatial distribution of the sample is presented. It should be stated 
that the sample contained EISs from the majority of the Greek Decentralized 
Administrations (6 out of 7). The only Decentralized Administration that no EISs were 
obtained is the one of Ipiros and Western Macedonia. 
Figure 8 presents the date of submission for the sample of EISs. The majority of the 
sample’s EISs were submitted in 2014 while 6% of the EISs did not contain any 
information on the submission date mostly because their cover was not included in the 
distributed electronic file.  
Greek legislation divides projects and activities in groups and categories as also 
mentioned in the previous chapter. For the purposes of this dissertation EISs from 
projects of A category were collected and specifically from subcategories A1 and A2. 
The proportion of projects and activities of category A1 was about ¼ of those listed in 
category A2 as presented in Figure 9. This is justified taking into consideration that 
category A1 contains big projects and activities with high impacts on the environment 
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that are not frequently met in Greece especially during the economic crisis. So 84% of 
the EISs examined concerned projects of category A2 while 16% projects and activities 
of category A1.  
 
Figure 7: Spatial Distribution of EIS sample 
According to the Greek legislation projects and activities are divided in 12 groups 
which are presented in detail in chapter 2. In Figure 10 presents the groups of projects 
and activities the EISs of which were examined.  
 
Figure 8: Date of EIS submission (105 in total) 
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Figure 9: Category of Projects and Activities  
It is worth mentioning that the sample does not include EISs from projects and activities 
listed in Group 7 (Bird and livestock facilities) and Group 11 (Energy, fuel and 
chemical transportation). However the Group with the most EISs is Group 10 which 
concerns Renewable Energy Resources projects and activities.26% of the EISs were for 
projects listed in Group 10. These kind of projects seem to be growing rapidly during 
the last years in order to reach the European Union’s targets in raising the share of 
renewables by 20%. (2020 climate and energy package, European Commission, 2009). 
  
 
Figure 10: Groups of Projects and Activities   
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19% of the EISs were for projects listed in Group 12 which are special projects and 
activities. All EISs in this group concerned projects regarding the establishment or 
amendment of cellular telecommunication base stations. 13% of the EISs were for 
projects and activities listed in Group 9 (Industrial and Associated Activities) while 
11% were listed in Group 1 (Land, Air and Transport Projects) and 10% were listed in 
Group 2 (Hydraulic Projects).  
4.3.2. EIS Quality Results   
In this section the results regarding the evaluation of the EISs collected is presented. As 
mentioned in the previous chapter the EISs collected were evaluated with the use of a 
review package created by the Oxford Brookes University. The EISs were evaluated 
against 92 criteria which were divided in 8 categories which are presented below:  
Category 1. Description of the Development (1-Development) 
Category 2. Description of the Environment (1-Environment) 
Category 3. Scoping, Consultation and Impact Identification (3-Scoping) 
Category 4. Prediction and Evaluation of Impacts (4-Prediction) 
Category 5. Alternatives (5-Alternatives) 
Category 6. Mitigations and Monitoring (6-Mitigation) 
Category 7. Non-technical Summary, (7-NTS) 
Category 8. Organization and Presentation of Information (8-Presentation) 
Each criterion was given a grade from 0 which indicated very unsatisfactory work with 
major omission, to 5 which indicated generally well performed work with not important 
omissions. Figures 11-20 demonstrate the performance of each group against the 8 
criteria categories. It should be stated that these grades concern the IAU Best Practice 
Requirements. 
 
Figure 11: Group 1 - Land and air transport projects (Performance) 
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As demonstrated in Figure 11, Group 1 which entails land and air transport projects in 
the majority of the categories examined performed rather poorly with average grades 
less than 2.5. In this group a total of 12 EISs were evaluated.  The categories that 
received the lowest grades were Alternatives (1.2), Mitigation and Monitoring (1.3), 
Non-Technical Summary (1.4) and Scoping, Consultation and Impact Identification 
(1.6).  
 
Figure 12: Group 2 - Hydraulic projects (Performance) 
Figure 12 presents the performance of Group 2 which concerns Hydraulic projects. A 
total of 11 EISs were evaluated in this Group. Also in this case most of the categories 
received grades lower than 2.5 with the exception of Category 2-Description of the 
Environment which received an average grade of 3.7. The categories that received the 
lowest grades were Mitigation and Monitoring (1.1), Alternatives (1.7), the Non-
Technical Summary (1.8) and Prediction and Evaluation of Impacts (1.9).  
The performance of Group 3 (Port projects) is demonstrated in Figure 13. It should be 
stated that only one EIS that concerned project in Group 3 was examined and as a result 
Figure 23 presents the performance of this individual EIS. The weakest points were the 
Alternatives (1.2), Non-Technical Summary (1.7) followed by Mitigation and 
Monitoring which received an average grade of 2.  
Group 4 concerns Environmental infrastructure systems. A total of 6 EISs were 
evaluated in this Group and the performance is presented in Figure 14. This Group 
seems to have performed relatively better than those presented so far. The categories 
that received the lowest grades were Mitigations and Monitoring (1.7) and Scoping, 
Consultation and Impact Identification (2) and the Non-Technical Summary (2.4). The 
rest of the categories received grades greater than the average of 2.5. 
2.3
3.7
2.0 1.9
1.7
1.1
1.8
2.9
0.0
0.5
1.0
1.5
2.0
2.5
3.0
3.5
4.0
4.5
5.0
 [40] 
 
 Environmental Impact Assessment in Greece 
 
Figure 13: Group 3 – Port projects (Performance) 
 
Figure 14: Group 4 – Environmental infrastructure systems (Performance) 
Figure 15 presents the performance of Group 5 which concerns Mining Activities. A 
total of 4 EISs were evaluated in this Group. The group received grades greater than 
the average of 2.5 in most of the categories. However there were categories that 
received low grades. The lowest average grades were in the Non-Technical Summary 
(0.8), Alternatives (1) and the Scoping, Consultation and Impact Identification (2.2). 
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Figure 15: Group 5 – Mining Activities (Performance) 
The performance of Group 6 (Tourist facilities and urban redevelopment projects, of 
building sector, sport and leisure) is presented in Figure 16. A total of 9 EISs were 
examined in this group. Similarly to group 5 the group received grades greater than the 
average of 2.5 in most of the categories. But also, there were categories that received 
low grades. The lowest average grades were in the Non-Technical Summary (0.9), 
Alternatives (1.3) and the Scoping, Consultation and Impact Identification (2.1).  
 
Figure 16: Group 6 – Tourist facilities and urban redevelopment projects, of building sector, sport and 
leisure (Performance). 
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concerned project in Group 8 was examined and as a result Figure 17 presents the 
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received a grade of 0 because the tasks do not seem to have been attempted during the 
EIA process and the relevant sections are not presented in the statement. Low grades 
are also observed in the Prediction and Evaluation of Impacts (0.5), Mitigation and 
Monitoring (0.7) and the Scoping, Consultation and Impact Identification (1.3.) 
 
Figure 17: Group 8 – Aquaculture Projects (Performance) 
Figure 18 presents the performance of Group 9 which concerns Industrial and 
associated activities. A total of 14 EISs concerning projects listed in group 9 were 
evaluated. The categories that received the lowest average grades were Non-Technical 
Summary (0.7), Scoping, Consultation and Impact Identification (1.7), Prediction and 
Evaluation of Impacts (1.7) and Mitigation and Monitoring (1.9). It is worth mentioning 
that the lowest grades are observed in the same categories almost in all the groups 
presented so far.  
  
Figure 18: Group 9 – Industrial and associated activities (Performance) 
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The performance of Group 10 (Renewable Energy Resources) is presented in Figure 
19. A total of 27 EISs concerning projects listed in group 10 were examined making it 
the group with the most EISs examined. The group received relatively good grades in 
the Description of the Projects and the Environment as well as in the Organization and 
Presentation of Information. The categories that received the lowest grades were: 
Alternatives (1.4), Mitigation and Monitoring (1.9) and Non-Technical Summary (2).  
 
Figure 19: Group 10 – Renewable energy resources (Performance) 
Lastly, Figure 20 presents the performance of Group 12 which concerns special projects 
and activities. A total of 20 EISs concerning projects listed in group 12 were examined. 
The group seems to perform better in categories that all the other groups received low 
grades such as the Alternatives and the Non-Technical Summary. The category that 
received the lowest average grade was Mitigation and monitoring (1.1).  
 
Figure 20: Group 12 – Special Projects (Performance) 
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In ANNEX V the performance of the groups in each category of criteria is presented. 
It should be stated most grades are relatively close and in many cases lower than the 
average grade of 2.5. The categories with the lowest grades include the alternatives, the 
non-technical summary and the mitigation and monitoring. The main weaknesses of 
each category after the examination of each EIS against 92 criteria set by the Best 
Practice requirements of the IAU review package are fully described and discussed in 
the next chapter.  
Figure 26 presents the performance of the Groups examined against the 8 categories of 
criteria. It is a concentrated demonstration of the performance of each group as 
presented previously. It is obvious that certain categories of criteria such as 
Alternatives, Mitigation and Monitoring and the Non-Technical Summary receive the 
lowest grades among the 8 categories while Description of the Development and the 
Environment and Organization and Presentation of impacts receive the highest.  
Also some Groups seem to have performed better in total than others. Groups that 
received the higher grades are Group 4, 10 and 12 and the Groups that received the 
lowest are Groups 1, 8 and 9. As for Group 8 it should be reminded that only one EIS 
concerned a project or activity listed in it, and for that reason the results regarding the 
group are based only in one EIS.  
Figure 21 and 22 present the overall grade for each group as well as the total grade for 
the entire sample of EISs examined.  As demonstrated, Groups 4, 10 and 12 received 
the higher grades which were 2.7, 2.6 and 2.6 respectively. The lowest grades were 
awarded in Groups 8, 1 and 9 and they were 1.3, 2 and 2.1 respectively. However, the 
total grades seem to be very close to the base grade of 2.5 which means that the EISs 
did not perform well in the evaluation against the 92 criteria.  
 
Figure 21: Total performance per Group  
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Figure 22: Total performance per Group  
Specifically, as demonstrated in Figure 21 the total average grade for the entire sample 
of EISs that were evaluated is 2.3. This grade is below the average of 2.5 which 
indicates that there are several omissions and weaknesses in the execution of the EIA 
process and it outcome which is the EIS. The major omissions and weaknesses 
regarding the EISs submitted are described in the next chapter.  
 
Figure 23: Total performance per Category of Criteria (Histogram) 
Figure 23 and 24 present the total average grade of the sample evaluated against the 8 
categories of criteria. As demonstrated in the charts the most problematic sections in 
the EISs submitted appear to be the Alternatives, Mitigation and Monitoring and the 
Non-Technical Summary all of which received an average grade of 1.7. Also Scoping, 
Consultation and Impact Identification category received a relatively low grade below 
the average of 2.5.  
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Figure 24: Total performance per Category of Criteria (Bar-chart) 
It is a fact that the ΕΙΑ regulations provide with the basic required contents of an EIS 
and with the review it became apparent that the studiers follow these guidelines in order 
to compose an EIS that would be approved by the competent authority but do not 
conduct an assessment based on a consistent methodology and data collection. To that 
end the final grades were examined based on the EIA Regulations’ Minimum 
Requirements presented in the previous chapter.  
 
Figure 25: Total Performance per Group (Minimum Requirements) 
Figure 25 demonstrates the performance of each group against the ΕΙΑ Regulations’ 
minimum requirements. Almost all Groups seem to perform better than the average of 
2.5 except of Group 8. Nevertheless, as it was previously mentioned only one EIS was 
examined in Group 8 and as a consequence the sample was very small to draw safe 
conclusion about the Group. The Groups that have performed better are Group 4 
(Environmental Infrastructure Systems), Group 3 (Port Projects) and Group 12 (Special 
Projects and activities). It is also reminded that also from Group 3 only one EIS was 
examined.  
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Figure 26: Performance per Group and Criteria
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The total performance per minimum requirements of the total EIS sample that was 
examined is presented in Figure 27. The categories Alternatives and Non-Technical 
Summary received the lowest grades which are also below the average of 2.5.These 
categories were also the most problematic in the examination of the Best Practice 
requirements presented above. However in the rest of the minimum requirements the 
EISs received relatively higher grades. The Description of the Development received 
the highest grade which was 4.2 followed by the description of the Measures (3.5) and 
the Main Effects (3.4).  
In this section the results of the evaluation of the EIS quality which is discussed 
thoroughly in the next chapter, were presented. In the next section the results of the 
methodological approach towards determining the effectiveness of the Environmental 
Licensing process through a National Survey are presented.  
 
Figure 27: Total performance per Minimum Requirement. 
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4.3. National Survey Results  
As mentioned in the previous chapter the questionnaire contained both structured and 
open-ended questions. The complete questionnaire is presented in detail in ANNEX I. 
The first part of the questionnaire focuses on the effectiveness of the Environmental 
Licensing Process while the second focuses on the quality of EISs submitted and the 
importance of public participation in the EIA process. During the research 124 answers 
were collected the processing of which is presented subsequently. 
4.3.1. Effectiveness of the Environmental Licensing Process 
The first question was introductory and concerned the professional involvement of the 
respondent regarding the Environmental Licensing Process.  
As presented in Figure 28 the 47% of the respondents were Competent Authority 
Representatives. Specifically they were employees occupied in the public sector in 
agencies that are relevant to the Environmental Licensing Process such as the Ministry 
of Environment and Environment Departments of Decentralized Administrations of 
prefectures across the country. 
The 36% of the respondents were Environmental Managers/Planners namely people 
that conduct Environmental Impact Assessment for projects and activities that requiring 
environmental license.  Lastly, the 17% of the respondents had another professional 
involvement regarding the environmental licensing process. These respondents include 
Engineers with different specialties (civil engineers, Electrical Engineers etc.), lowers, 
NGO representatives as well as retired public sector employees.  
 
Figure 28: Question 1 - What is your professional involvement regarding the Environmental Licensing 
Process? 
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The second question contained 4 statements and required from the respondents to 
express the degree in which they agree or disagree with them. The results of each 
statement is presented separately below (Figures 29-32).  
 
Figure 29: Question 2a - The Environmental Licensing Process of projects and activities in Greece 
ensures the minimization of environmental Impacts 
As demonstrated in Figure 29 the opinions of the respondents on whether the 
Environmental Licensing process in Greece ensures the minimization of environmental 
impacts, are equally divided in the answers agree and disagree which both amount to 
34%. The 18% of the respondents were neutral to the statement while 5% strongly 
disagreed and 9% strongly agreed.  
At this point it is worth mentioning than when examining the responses separately 30% 
of the Environmental Managers/Planners agreed with the statement while 39% 
disagreed and 20% was neutral. At the same time 40% of the Competent Authority 
Representatives agrees with the statement, 26% disagreed and 21% is neutral. Lastly, 
26% of the other professions agreed with the statement, 44% disagreed and 4% was 
neutral. The relevant charts are presented in ANNEX III. 
The majority of the respondents (52%) disagreed with statement 2b, regarding the 
effective application of the Environmental Licensing Process in Greece as presented in 
Figure 30. The 23% of the respondents were neutral on the statement while the 10% 
strongly disagreed which increases the amount of respondents generally disagreeing 
with the statement. Finally, only 15% of the respondents believe that Environmental 
Licensing Process is applied effectively in Greece but none (0%) of them strongly 
agreed with the statement.  
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Figure 30: Question 2b - The Environmental Licensing Process of projects and activities is applied 
effectively in Greece. 
The relevant charts presenting the separate examination of the responses among the 
different types of professional involvement in the EIA process is presented in ANNEX 
III.  
Figure 31 presents the opinions of the respondents on whether the existing legal 
framework is adequate to ensure the effective implementation of the Environmental 
Licensing Process in Greece. 33% of respondents agreed with the statement while 36% 
disagreed. 20% were neutral to the statement, 4% strongly agreed and 7% strongly 
disagreed.  
When examining the responses separately 25% of the Environmental 
Managers/Planners agreed with the statement while 36% disagreed and 23% was 
neutral. Simultaneously, 40% of the Competent Authority Representatives agreed with 
the statement, 33% disagreed and 18% was neutral. Lastly, 30% of the other professions 
agreed with the statement, 44% disagreed and 22% was neutral. The relevant charts are 
presented in ANNEX III. 
Figure 32 demonstrates the opinions of the respondents on whether the effectiveness of 
Environmental Licensing process has improved since the enactment of Law 4014/2011.  
30% of the respondents agreed with the statement while 32% disagreed. 27% were 
neutral to the statement, 6% strongly agreed and 5% strongly disagreed.  
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Figure 31: Question 2c - The existing legal framework is adequate to ensure the effective 
implementation of the Environmental Licensing Process in Greece. 
When examining the responses separately 32% of the Environmental 
Managers/Planners agreed with the statement while 36% disagreed and 16% was 
neutral. Simultaneously, 32% of the Competent Authority Representatives agreed with 
the statement, 30% disagreed and 30% was neutral. Lastly, 22% of the other professions 
agreed with the statement, 31% disagreed and 39% was neutral. The relevant charts are 
presented in ANNEX III. 
 
Figure 32: Question 2d – The effectiveness of the environmental licensing process of projects and 
activities has improved as a result of the Law 4014 / 2011. 
Question 2i concerns respondents that had disagreed in the previous question 2d. In this 
question the respondent had to rank the between significance of the possible reasons 
that he/she believed that the Law 4014/2011 has not improved the effectiveness of the 
Strongly Agree
4%
Agree
33%
Neutral 
20%
Disagree
36%
Strongly Disagree
7%
Strongly Agree
6%
Agree
30%
Neutral 
27%
Disagree
32%
Strongly Disagree
5%
 [53] 
 
 Environmental Impact Assessment in Greece 
Environmental Licensing Process. The possible reasons the between significance of 
which the respondent was asked to rank were the following:  
• The legislation is not implemented. 
• The supporting tools prescribed by the legislation have not been activated (e.g. 
Environmental ID). 
• There is lack of guidance. 
• The EIS consultation process is not effective.  
• The revised law is not well written. 
In order to determine the total preference of the respondents and determine the ranking 
of the significance of the possible reasons mentioned above the relative rank score of 
each reason was calculated as described in the previous chapter. The final ranking of 
the answers is presented in Table 4.  
As demonstrated in Table 4 according to the respondents the most significant reason, 
among those presented, for which they believe that the Environmental Licensing 
Process has not improved since the enactment of Law 4014/2011 is that the supporting 
tools prescribed in the legislation, such as the environmental ID, have not been 
activated. Next is the conception that the legislation is not implemented properly 
followed by the belief that there is lack of guidance. The least significant reasons appear 
to be the inadequacy of EIS consultation process and that the revised Law is not well 
written. 
Table 4: Order of significance for possible reasons presented in Question 2i. 
N= 100  (Number of Responses) 
Relative Rank Scores 
(5= most important - 1 
= least important) 
The supporting tools prescribed by the legislation have 
not been activated (e.g. Environmental ID). 3.3 
The legislation is not implemented. 3.2 
There is lack of guidance. 3.0 
The EIS consultation process is not effective.  3.0 
The revised law is not well written. 2.6 
In Question 2ii the respondents had to rank the between significance of certain tools 
and structures regarding the improvement of the effectiveness of environmental 
licensing of projects and activities in Greece as enacted by the Law 4014/2011. The 
possible tools/structures the between significance of which the respondent was asked 
to rank were the following:  
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• Establishment of Electronic Environmental Registry-Environmental ID  
• Establishment of Central (Regional) Council for Environment Licensing 
• Department of Environmental Licensing 
• Activation of effective public consultation process 
• Establishment of Certified EIS Evaluators Registry 
• Special Agency of Environmental Inspectors  
• Special Ecological Studies 
Similarly as question 2i the percentage of the responses about the ranking are presented 
in Table 5. As presented in the Table  the most significant tool/structure regarding the 
improvement of the effectiveness of environmental licensing of projects and activities 
in Greece as enacted by the Law 4014/2011 is the Establishment of the Electronic 
Environmental Registry-Environmental ID closely followed by the function of the 
Special Agency of Environmental Inspectors. The least significant appear to be the 
Special Ecological studies required for projects operating in protected areas and the 
establishment of the Central and Regional for Environmental Licensing.  
Table 5: Order of significance for possible tools/structures presented in Question 2ii. 
N= 124 (Number of Responses) 
Relative Rank Scores 
(7= most important - 1 
= least important) 
Establishment of Electronic Environmental Registry-
Environmental ID  4.9 
Special Agency of Environmental Inspectors  4.8 
Establishment of Certified EIS Evaluators Registry 4.1 
Activation of effective public consultation process 4.0 
Department of Environmental Licensing 3.6 
Special Ecological Studies 3.5 
Establishment of Central (Regional) Council for 
Environment Licensing 3.1 
Question 3 was the first open-ended question of the questionnaire and requested from 
the respondents to describe the three major barriers for the effective implementation of 
the environmental licensing process of projects and activities in Greece. The question 
was optional and received 84 responses. The responses were codified and were divided 
in 9 categories according to their context. The categories were the following: Time, 
Expertise, Legislation, Procedures, Misuse of Power/Retribution, 
Monitoring/Checking, Staff, EIS Quality and Other. Tables 5 and 6 demonstrate the 
responses of Competent Authority Representatives, Studiers/Environmental Engineers 
and Other as they were codified. On the top of the table the most frequent answers are 
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located.  As we move to the bottom the answers are not so frequent. The frequency with 
which each answer is observed is presented in brackets.  
As demonstrated in tables 6 and 7 the respondents regarding the time frame, 
characterize the procedures as time consuming due to the many separate procedures 
and statutory consultations required for the environmental licensing. The procedures 
were also considered as complicated and costly for small scale projects by the 
competent authority representatives. However, an interesting fact is that some 
competent authority representatives alleged that the time-frames for the completion of 
the procedures are unrealistic, which contradicts with the responses characterizing the 
procedures as time consuming. Regarding the expertise, according to the respondents, 
the most frequent barrier for the effective implementation of the environmental 
licensing process is the fact that stakeholders involved in the licensing process (staff, 
studiers, public etc.) are not well informed about the legislation and the procedures. 
Environmental Managers/Planners claim that EIA is not conducted by relevant, in each 
field, experts as it should while competent authority representatives claim that there are 
not specific guidelines/criteria for each type of activity.  
Most of the respondents characterized the legislation as complex and vague due to the 
many different laws enacted for environmental licensing. They also claimed that the 
legislation is not applied and that it has gaps. Regarding the procedures the most 
frequent barrier was the bureaucracy involved which leads to complicated and time 
consuming procedures. Also, studiers claim that a major barrier is that the supporting 
tools, such as the Environmental ID, prescribed in the legislation have not been 
activated and that the public consultation is not effective. On the other hand, competent 
authority representatives stated that shared competence of agencies and relevant bodies 
stall the procedures and that licensing of already existing projects is problematic.  
Corruption of employees in licensing agencies was also characterized as a major barrier 
from the respondents. Competent authority representatives also stated that some 
projects with severe adverse impacts are favored and that the administration of justice 
is either slow or in many cases absent. Regarding the monitoring both categories of 
respondents claimed that there is lack of auditing of the approved environmental terms 
since there is also lack of competent auditors.  
A major barrier regarding the staff, as it was mentioned by the respondents, is that the 
public agencies are understaffed and that the employees are not trained for the 
procedures. The EISs submitted are characterized as insufficient while the studiers 
claim that they are undertaken by incompetent people. The respondents also claimed 
that the EISs are too general since there are no specific guidelines. Lastly other major 
barriers are that the procedures for environmental licensing are financed by the 
developer and therefore the result is biased and cannot be rejected. Also studiers claim 
that the investors are not interested in the protection of the environment and just follow 
the procedures in order to obtain the relevant operation license.
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Table 6: Most Frequent Responses - Question 3 (Environmental Manager/Planner and Other) 
 
 
 
Time Expertise Legislation Procedures Misuse of Power / Retribution
Monitoring / 
Checking Staff EIS Quality Other
Increased process 
duration due to the 
many staturoty 
consultations required 
(5)
People and staff 
involved in the EIA 
process and 
licensing are not well 
informed  (5)
 Vagueness in 
legislation (2)
Bureaucracy 
(8)
Staff in licensing 
agencies misuses their 
power
Lack of monitoring of 
the compliance with 
the approved 
environmental terms 
(6)
Public agencies are 
understaffed (3)
EIA is conducted by 
incompetent people 
(5)
Investors are not 
interested in 
environmental 
protection
EIA is not 
conducted by groups 
of relevant, in each 
field, experts
Gaps in legislation 
(1)
Environmental 
ID is not 
activated (3)
Delay of electronic 
procedures which can 
reduse corruption 
Lack of environmental 
inspectors/auditors (4)
Large number of 
parties involved
EISs are like copies 
of each other
Lack of expertise The legislation is 
not applied
Lack of public 
consultation
The procedures are 
not transparent
Lack of auditing of the 
legislation 
implementation (4)
Public sector is 
incompetent to 
receive and check 
the EISs 
EISs are 
bibliographic
Complexity of the 
Legislation
The public is 
not informed Νο onsite visits 
Supeficial studies 
that do not present 
the environmental 
problems efficiently
"No-action" solution 
is not examined
 Environmental Manager/Planner and Other
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Table 7: Most Frequent Responses – Question 3 (Competent Authority Representative and Other) 
Time Expertise Legislation Procedures Misuse of Power / Retribution
Monitoring / 
Checking Staff EIS Quality Other
Time consuming 
procedures (4)
Stakeholders 
involved in the EIA 
process and 
licensing are not well 
informed (7)
Complexity of the 
Legislation (12)
Bureaucracy 
(7) 
Misuse of power by 
favoring projects with 
severe adverse 
impacts (3)
Lack of monitoring of 
the compliance with 
the approved 
environmental terms 
(13)
Public agencies are 
understaffed (8)
Unsatisfactory EISs 
(2)
The EIA process is 
financed by the 
developer, therefore it 
is biased (4)
Unrealistic time 
frames for the 
completion of 
procedures (3)
Lack of 
guidelines/criteria for 
each type of activity 
(2)
 Vagueness in 
legislation (6)
Shared 
competence of 
agencies and 
relevant bodies 
(4)
Administration of 
justice is slow or 
absent (2)
Lack of experience in 
checking the EISs (9)
Competent 
employees check 
but they don’t have 
and responsibility (2)
Guidelines for EISs 
are too general
Lack of complited 
uses of land (4)
Procedures are 
complicated, costly and 
time consuming 
especially for small 
scale projects (4)
The legislation is 
not applied (2)
Public 
consulation is 
not effective 
(2)
High delinquency Lack of environmental inspectors/auditors (4)
Staff is not trained 
(2)
EISs are like copies 
of each other
Political considerations 
(3) 
The licensing of 
already existing 
projects is 
problematic
Sudiers and auditors 
do not have access 
to bibliography and 
available data
Completion of General 
Urban Planning and 
special spatial plans 
(3) 
Environmental 
ID is not 
activated 
Inappropriate 
categorization of 
projects
No screening No specific plan for protected areas
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In addition, competent authority representatives claimed that political interests and 
considerations intervene with the licensing processes in some cases and that some 
projects are categorizes according to characteristics, such as power and capacity, which 
are not linked to their actual environmental impacts.  
Question 4 was the second open-ended question of the questionnaire and requested 
from the respondents to indicate three changes they would make if they had the 
legislative opportunity to improve the effectiveness of environmental licensing process 
for projects and activities in Greece. The question like question 3 was optional and also 
received 84 responses. The process of the responses is the same as in question three. 
The results are presented in Tables 8 and 9.  
As demonstrated in tables 8 and 9 the respondents, regarding the time frame, suggest 
that the procedures should be faster and more effective. As concerning the expertise, 
studiers suggest that the EISs should be undertaken by qualified professionals and that 
technical instructions for the EIA process should be issued.  Also competent authority 
representatives indicate that clear and strict EIA specifications for projects and 
activities should be determined. Regarding the legislative framework the suggestions 
targeted towards its codification in order to be more effective and clear.  
For the procedures the most frequent suggestions from all the respondents include the 
establishment of the Environmental Electronic Registry for the management of the 
Environmental Licensing Process and the improvement of consultation process. Also 
the respondents proposed the simplification of the procedures and the minimization of 
the documents needed for the Environmental Licensing. Moving further, as concerns 
corruption and punishment respondents suggested strict penalties for those presenting 
false data and information and faster and more effective procedures for penalties. 
Regarding monitoring and checking the respondents suggested the establishment of the 
Environmental Inspectors Agency as well as a registry for checking the compliance 
with approved environmental terms. Competent authority representatives claim that the 
monitoring should be an integral part of the procedures and especially on-site 
monitoring in order to audit the compliance with the environmental terms.  
For the next criteria regarding staff the respondents suggest that the education and 
ongoing training of public agencies’ employees is very important. In addition since the 
agencies are considered as understaffed competent authority representatives proposed 
that they should be staffed with additional personnel in order to facilitate the 
procedures.  
Next, regarding the quality of EISs submitted the respondents suggest that their content 
should be simpler to avoid repetitions and that their evaluation by the competent 
authorities should be more effective and to the point.  Lastly, other respondents’ 
proposals include the undertaking of EIA procedures from independent agencies in 
order to avoid bias,   the complete definition of land uses and the establishment of the 
signatory responsibility. 
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Table 8: Most Frequent Responses - Question 4 (Environmental Manager/Planner and Other) 
 
 
Time Expertise Legislation Procedures Misuse of Power / Retribution
Monitoring / 
Checking Staff 
EIS/EIA 
Quality/content
Other
Faster 
procedures
EIA conducted 
by qualified 
people (2)
Effective/codified 
legal framework 
(2)
Electronic submission of 
EISs and immediate check 
from agency (4)
Strict penalties for 
presenting false 
information (2)
Registry for checking 
the compliance with 
approved environmental 
terms (5)
Education and 
ongoing training for 
public agencies' 
employees
Effective EIS 
evaluation
Permitted land uses for 
each area with no further 
statutory consultations
Technical 
Instructions for 
EIA process
Implementation 
of the law (2)
Public agencies during 
consulation should file 
written and justified 
directions for adressing 
environmental impats 
especially in state projects
Establishment of 
monitoring body-
Environmental 
Inspector's Registry (2)
Abolish the use 
of templates
Competent environmental 
authorities shouls publish a 
waste management plan 
for the whole country
Strict and clear 
EIA 
specifications
The law should 
be simple and 
clear
Establishment of Electronic 
Registry Strict monitoring
Establishment of 
EIS registry for 
existing projects
Improvement of 
consultaion procedures
Establishment of control 
mechanism on the 
implementation of 
environmental licensing 
Evaluation of 
EISs from 
qualified 
personnel 
Public participation during 
consultation
Simpler EIS 
contents
Minimization of documents 
needed
 Environmental Manager/Planner and Other
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Table 9: Most Frequent Responses – Question 4 (Competent Authority Representative and Other) 
Time Expertise Legislation Procedures Misuse of Power / Retribution
Monitoring / 
Checking Staff 
EIS/EIA 
Quality/content Other
Increase the 
time-frame 
for 
environmental 
licensing 
procedures
Strict and clear 
EIA 
specifications (2)
Effective/codified 
legal framework 
(12)
Establishment of Electronic 
Registry (6)
Faster and 
effective 
procedures for 
penalties (3)
Establishment of 
Environmental Inspector 
Agency (11)
Staffing of Agencies 
(7)
Simlification of 
EISs (2)
EIA should be conducted 
by independent authorities 
(3)
Effectice and on time 
Consultation with the public 
and local authorities (5)
Obligatory on-site 
measurements
Education and 
ongoing training for 
public agencies' 
employees
Simplification of 
DAET
Permitted land uses for 
each area with no further 
statutory consultations (3)
Simplification of 
procedures (3) 
Emphasize on 
monitoring
Abolition of environmental 
licensing obligation for 70% 
of projects. (2)
Licensing system for 
existing projects (2)
Establishment of control 
mechanism on the 
implementation of 
environmental licensing 
system. 
Establishment of the 
signatory responsibility
Unified agency for 
environmental licensing (2)
System for reporting 
environmental incidents 
and nuisance accessible 
to citizens
Definition of a person 
responsible for compliance 
with environmental terms
Public agencies during 
consulation should file 
written and justified 
directions for adressing 
environmental impats 
especially in state projects
Decentralization of 
licensing authorities
Simplification of 
procedures for small 
projects
Restructuring agencies to 
avoid overlapping
Screening case-by-case Amendment of project 
categories
Electronic submission of 
EISs and immediate check 
from agency
Responsibility should lay on 
the developer
Obligation for Issuing of a 
Certificate of 
Environmental Clearance 
for all activities after 
environmental inspection
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4.2.1. Quality of EISs Submitted and Importance of Public Participation in the 
EIA Process 
In the previous section the results of the first part of the questionnaire that focused on 
the effectiveness of the Environmental Licensing Process were presented. In this 
section the second part of the questionnaire which contains questions regarding the 
quality of the EISs submitted and the importance of public participation is presented.  
In Question 5 the respondents were provided with a list of weaknesses related to EISs 
and they were asked to grade the significance of each weakness. The weaknesses 
presented to the respondents are the following: 
• The description of the project comprising information on the site, design and 
size of the project is usually inadequate. 
• The data collected and presented to identify and assess the significant impacts 
on the environment is insufficient. 
• The examination of basic alternatives is not sufficient as well as the description 
of the main options that take into account environmental impacts. 
• The procedure and the results of the consultation process conducted during the 
EIA process are not incorporated in the final report (EIS). 
• A brief description of the scoping process is not included. 
• Uncertainties regarding the data used for the projections and the effectiveness 
of the measures taken to ensure the protection of the environment are not 
presented. 
In order to determine the total preference of the respondents and determine the ranking 
of the significance of the possible weaknesses mentioned above the relative rank scores 
for each reason was calculated. The final ranking of the answers is presented in Table 
10. 
 Table 10: Order of significance for possible weaknesses presented in Question 5. 
N= 124 (Number of Responses) 
Relative Rank Scores 
(7= most important - 1 
= least important) 
The examination of basic alternatives is not sufficient as well as 
the description of the main options that take into account 
environmental impacts. 
4.22 
Uncertainties regarding the data used for the projections and the 
effectiveness of the measures taken to ensure the protection of the 
environment are not presented. 
4.20 
The data collected and presented to identify and assess the 
significant impacts on the environment is insufficient. 3.90 
The procedure and the results of the consultation process 
conducted during the EIA process are not incorporated in the final 
report (EIS). 
3.59 
A brief description of the scoping process is not included. 3.10 
The description of the project comprising information on the site, 
design and size of the project is usually inadequate. 2.75 
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According to Table 10 the most significant weakness of EISs according to the 
respondents is the insufficient examination of the basic alternatives, closely followed 
by the uncertainties regarding the data used for the projections which are not presented. 
Then follows the insufficient data collected to identify and assess the significant 
impacts on the environment and the fact that the procedure and the results of the 
consultation process conducted during the EIA process are not incorporated in the final 
report (EIS). Least significant weaknesses, a considered from the respondents, were the 
facts that a brief description of the scoping process is not included and the inadequate 
description of the project comprising information on the site, design and size of the 
project. 
Question 6 was the last open-ended question of the questionnaire and requested from 
the respondents to suggest measures towards improving the quality of submitted EISs. 
The question was optional as all the open-ended questions. The answers as they were 
codified are presented in ΑΝΝΕΧ IV. On the top of the table the most frequent answers 
are located.  As we move to the bottom the answers are not so frequent.  
As presented in ANNEX IV the respondents suggest that the EIA should be undertaken 
by specialized scientists or only by scientists/engineers with complete and integrated 
studies in the environment while Technical Instructions that include guidelines for the 
EIA process and EIS syntax should be introduced. In addition they propose that the 
legislation should be clear and codified and that each type of activity should have each 
own EIA guidelines. Also the content of the EISs filed should be standard and codified. 
The respondents also suggest the electronic EIS submission with the establishment of 
EER.  
Environmental Managers/Planners suggest that their work should be effectively 
supervised by the competent authorities. In addition, they propose that the EISs should 
entail a full and detailed description of the measures taken to protect the environment 
with evidence of their adequacy based on actual measurements and results of autopsies 
and that the description of impacts and measures should not only be based on literature 
but also on practical application and facts.  
Additionally, they suggest an open registry of EISs and studiers and also organization, 
publication and free distribution of data and results of EISs conducted in the public 
sector because these results should be useful material for the studiers. Some managers 
suggested that towards improving the quality of the EISs submitted the alternative 
scenarios should be presented in an integrated fashion and also that the EISs should 
include a cost benefit analysis. Lastly, they proposed the promotion of public 
participation through questionnaires.  
Competent authority representatives suggest that EIA should include the mandatory 
cooperation of at least three researchers with different specialties (e.g. 
Environmentalist, agronomist, engineer etc.). Simultaneously, they suggest that the data 
for the characteristics of examined areas should derive from field studies and not from 
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bibliographical sources that cannot be checked and also that all the data collected and 
presented to identify and assess the main effects on the environment should be sufficient 
and documented.  
Additionally, competent authority representatives proposed the creation of a data base 
for easy access to data useful to support the proposed protection measures and also 
available for comparison but not for recycling the same elements.. They also suggest 
that inappropriate EISs should be rejected while they should include a correlation of 
the project’s impacts with other projects in the area or in other words they should 
examine the cumulative impact of the development. Concluding, some respondents 
proposed that open consultation with the public should be held prior to the submission 
of the EIS.  
Figure 33 presents the opinions of the respondents on whether the consultation process 
between advisory services is effective in Greece (Question 7). Only 20% of respondents 
agreed with the statement while 44% disagreed. 22% were neutral to the statement, 3% 
strongly agreed and 11% strongly disagreed. Cumulatively, it is obvious that over 50% 
(55%) of the respondents generally does not believe that the consultation process 
between the advisory services is effective. 
 
Figure 33: Question 7 – The consultation process between advisory services is effective in Greece.  
When examining the responses separately only 16% of the Environmental 
Managers/Planners agreed with the statement while 57% disagreed and 14% was 
neutral. On the other hand the relevant percentage for Competent Authority 
Representatives was about half since 33% of them disagreed with the statement. 
Simultaneously the 30% agreed and 25% was neutral. Lastly, 4% of the other 
professions agreed with the statement, 48% disagreed and 31% was neutral.  
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The results regarding question 8 which requested the respondents’ opinion on whether 
the public consultation process for the evaluation of EISs is effective in Greece are 
presented in Figure 34. A percentage of 14% of the respondents agreed with the 
statement while 48% disagreed. 17% were neutral to the statement, 2% strongly agreed 
and 19% strongly disagreed. Similarly with the previous question over 50% of the 
respondents generally disagrees with the statement.  
When examining the responses separately only 13% of the Environmental 
Managers/Planners agreed with the statement while 57% disagreed and 14% was 
neutral. In addition, 16% of the Competent Authority Representatives agreed with the 
statement, 40% disagreed and 25% was neutral. Lastly, 13% of the other professions 
agreed with the statement, 52% disagreed and 4% was neutral. The relevant charts are 
presented in ANNEX III. 
 
Figure 34: Question 8 – The public consultation process for the evaluation of EISs is effective. 
Question 9 was the last question and requested from the respondents opinion on whether 
public consultation, for example with the local community, NGO’s etc., should be 
mandatory prior to the submission of the EIS.  
Over 60% (63% in total) of the respondents generally agreed with the statement. 
Specifically 28% of the respondents strongly agreed and 35% agreed that consultation 
with the public should be mandatory before the filing of the EIS and early in the EIA 
process. 17% of the respondents were neutral while only 14% disagreed and 6% 
strongly disagreed with the statement.  
The relevant charts regarding the separate examination of the responses are presented 
in ANNEX III. Indicatively it is mentioned that 27% of the Environmental 
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Managers/Planners agreed with the statement and 25% strongly agreed while only 9% 
disagreed and 27% was neutral. In addition, 33% of the Competent Authority 
Representatives agreed with the statement and 26% strongly agreed, 18% disagreed and 
11% was neutral. Lastly, 39% of the other professions agreed and strongly agreed with 
the statement, 5% disagreed and 13% was neutral.  
  
Figure 35: Question 9 - Public consultation (e.g. local community, NGOs) should be mandatory prior 
to the EIS submission. 
 
In this chapter the results of the implementation of the methodological approach 
described in chapter 3 were presented. These results provided with valuable information 
towards determining the effectiveness of the EIA system in Greece. It is obvious that 
significant weaknesses and barriers are identified both in the Environmental Licensing 
process and the quality of the EISs filed since the enactment of the Law 4014/2011. In 
the next chapter a discussion on the results is presented.  Aim of the discussion is to 
demonstrate the weaknesses of the EIA legislative framework but also provide with 
recommendations for further improvements. 
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5.  Discussion on the Effectiveness of EIA System in Greece  
One of the main objectives of Law 4014/2011 was to simplify and streamline the 
procedures regarding the Environmental Licensing of projects and activities and reduce 
the time needed for the relevant processes. However the effectiveness of the EIA system 
implemented by Law 4014/2011 is a matter under examination in this dissertation since 
the target of the legislative framework towards environmental protection is questioned. 
According to the annual report of WWF regarding the environmental legislation in 
Greece, the legislative framework of the Law 4014/2011, 4 years after its first 
implementation, is still incomplete (WWF, 2015).  
In the previous chapter the results from the implementation of the methodological 
approach regarding the effectiveness of the EIA system in Greece were presented. This 
chapter contains a discussion on the results. Main target is to locate the weaknesses and 
deficiencies of the EIA system as it is implemented with Law 4014/2011 and provide 
with recommendations for improvement.  This discussion is very important since the 
Law is based on a previous EU Directive. The latest Directive (2014/52/EU) has entered 
into force on May 2014 and the member states have to harmonize their national 
legislation with the Directive by May 2017 at the latest (EC, 2014).   
5.1. Discussion on the EIS quality 
As explained thoroughly in chapter 3, for the evaluation of the EIA system in Greece 
followed two directions. The first was the evaluation of the EIS quality with the use of 
a structured review package designed for that purpose by the Oxford Brooked 
University. Generally, the majority of the EISs examined performed rather poorly and 
below the average against the Best Practice Criteria. The most frequent 
omissions/weaknesses regarding the 8 categories of criteria are presented subsequently. 
First of all regarding the Description of the Development the majority of EISs are 
missing information about the decommissioning phase and do not mention the duration 
either for construction either for operation and decommissioning. Most EISs contain a 
simple, just technical description of the project that does not include the surrounding 
environment. They also do not contain information about the number of workers in all 
the phases of the project’s life cycle as well as information about their access to the site 
and their possible means of transport. In addition, the methods with which the quantities 
of the residuals were estimated are not mentioned and for projects that require 
transportation of materials the number of movements is not calculated. Also in many 
cases the methods of construction are not described as well as the potential of accidents 
and hazards. Lastly, a description of the reinstatement and after-use of landtake during 
construction is not included.  
Regarding the Description of the Environment the information provided seem to be 
based on bibliographic research. The methods used to investigate the affected 
environment are not described and any uncertainty is not indicated in most cases. Also 
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it is not clear if local, regional and national agencies that have information on 
environmental condition have been approached. It is also very important that the likely 
future environmental conditions in the absence of the project are not predicted.  
The category Scoping, Consultation and Impact Identification has also many 
omissions/weaknesses always based on the sub-criteria provided by the review 
package. First of all an attempt to contact the relevant stakeholders in order to appraise 
them of the project and its implication is not described. In only a few cases there was a 
list of consultees that were approached in order to identify environmental attributes on 
the basis of this consultation. As it is obvious a copy of comments of consultation is not 
included. Also the methods or approaches that were used in the identification of impacts 
or the rationale for using them is not mentioned. In most EISs the impacts are just 
described poorly and impacts which may arise from non-standard operations or 
accidents are not taken into account. Finally, impacts that may not be significant 
individually but may contribute to key issues are not considered.  
Regarding the Prediction and Evaluation of Impacts the major omissions/weaknesses 
are the following. The impacts are mostly expressed in qualitative terms but in many 
cases this does not seem to be enough. In addition, the likelihood of impacts occurring, 
the level of uncertainty attached to the results are not mentioned in almost every EIS 
examined. In many cases it is not clearly defined whether the impacts are short, medium 
or long term, temporary or permanent, reversible or irreversible. Also, the value 
systems which are used to assess significance are not presented as well as the available 
standards. Lastly, project-generated impacts from other changes resulting from non-
project activities and variables are not differentiated.  
In category Alternatives it should be stated that in many cases the section was not 
included entirely. The general presentation of the alternatives contained a simple 
explanation of the final choice without providing any real alternatives. Also alternatives 
are not only compared based on their environmental impact but mostly based on other 
non-environmental criteria. Finally, most EISs do not compare alternatives' main 
environmental impacts clearly and objectively with those of the proposed project and 
with the likely future environmental conditions without the project.  
As concerns mitigation and monitoring the main omission/weaknesses are the 
following. To begin with, the reasons for selecting a specific type of mitigation are not 
provided. In most cases the mitigation measures and their effectiveness are just 
described qualitatively. Also uncertainty is not indicated and any residual or 
unmitigated impacts are not taken into account. Lastly, in most EISs the potential 
environmental effects of mitigation measures are not investigated or described and that 
potential for conflict between the benefits of mitigation measures and their adverse 
impacts is not being considered.  
Regarding the Non-Technical Summary it should be stated that there were many EISs 
that is was omitted entirely. The general presentation of the summary contained just a 
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general and brief description of the project. To that end, descriptions of the 
environment, the main alternatives, the identification of impacts and the mitigation 
measured were not included in the summary. It is also worth mentioning that none of 
the EISs examined did not contain an indication of the confidence which could be 
placed in the results.  
Last category was the Organization and Presentation of Information. Regarding this 
category the main omissions were the absence of references in the main body of the 
text and in many cases not even in the end. Also the technical terms, acronyms and the 
initials were not defined in a separate table.  In most EISs there was not a chapter or 
section of summaries outlining the main findings of each phase of the investigation and 
also the aims of the assessment and the methods used were not presented. Lastly, any 
gaps in the data were not indicated and the difficulties during the syntax of the EIS were 
not acknowledged.  
To sum up, based on the evaluation, the EISs seem to follow a specific template as it 
was proposed by the relative regulatory provisions on the specifications of the content 
for the Environmental Terms Approval Decision. They are also based on a 
bibliographic approach and the description of the EIA methodology used in order to 
identify the components of the projects environment and assess the significant impacts 
of the development is not evident. The information provided are not always justified, 
and when this happens the justification is rather poor.  
The bibliographic approach is a significant weakness especially in projects located in 
Natura 2000 areas which also require a Special Ecological Study. These studies require 
onsite visits in order to document the components of the affected environment 
effectively. Indicatively after contacting an employ of the General Administration for 
Environmental Design it was mentioned that during the Environmental Impact 
Assessment of Wind Turbine projects located in Natura 2000 regions the issue of bat 
mortality was not taken into consideration even though it is very important and the 
technology towards the mitigation of this adverse effect has improved.  
Another very important omission of the EISs submitted is the fact that the uncertainty 
and confidence levels regarding the information and the results of the assessment is not 
taken into consideration. This omission was also highlighted from the National Survey 
results since the statement that the uncertainties regarding the data used for the 
projection and the effectiveness of the measures taken to ensure the protection of the 
environment are not presented was considered as the second most significant EIS 
weakness from the respondents.  This may be caused because the data used, as 
mentioned above, are not obtained after extensive research and investigation with the 
competent authorities and the public or with onsite visits but are based on bibliographic 
research 
Additionally, concerning the scoping methods and the identification of impacts certain 
omissions are observed. The methods of scoping are not described and the impacts are 
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described qualitatively in most of the EISs examined. For example on industrial activity 
projects listed in Group 9 the impacts of the moving vehicles (number of movements 
and the relevant emissions) during the operation of the facility are not examined. The 
participation of competent authorities and the public during the impact identification 
process are only observed in very few cases.  
However, at this point it should be stated that the EISs evaluated, performed relatively 
better regarding the minimum requirements criteria. The average grade was 3 while the 
respective grade for be Best Practice Requirements was 2.3. As mentioned in the 
previous chapter, the most problematic areas include the Alternatives and the Non-
Technical Summary. According to Glasson (2005), the consideration of alternatives 
seeks to ensure that the proponent has considered other feasible approaches, including 
alternative project locations, scales, processes, layouts, operating conditions and the 
“no action” option (Glasson et al., 2005). However the alternatives in most of the EISs 
evaluated are not examined sufficiently. The insufficient evaluation of the alternatives 
was considered as the most significant weakness in the relevant question of the National 
Survey.   
Regarding the Non-Technical Summary, its insufficiency is an important issue due to 
the fact that it should summarize the key information deriving from the impact 
assessment in a simple form in order to be comprehensible from non-specialists. This 
fact creates an issue regarding public consultation which will be fully discussed in the 
next chapter. 
5.2 Discussion on the Effectiveness of the Environmental Licensing Process  
According to the report for the implementation of Law 4014/2011 which was issued by 
the Ministry of Environment in 2014 the legislative framework aimed in the radical 
reform of the Environmental Licensing process and the monitoring of the 
Environmental Licensed issued, in order to tackle with the problems of the previous 
legislative framework (YPEKA, 2014). The objectives of the Law 4014/2011 were 
claimed to be the: 
• Minimization of the number of projects and activities requiring Environmental 
Licensing.  
• Reduction of the administrative burden and cost.  
• Reduction of time needed for the Environmental Licensing of projects and 
activities,  
• Reinforcement of consultation process during the EIS evaluation.  
• Standardization of the processes regarding Environmental Impact Assessment,  
• Improvement of the EIS’s quality,  
• Reinforcing of the control mechanism through the systemization of monitoring 
and the promotion of ex-post monitoring instead of ex-ante.  
• Establishment of the Electronic Environmental Registry for the on line 
submission of the relevant documents required in the Environmental Licensing 
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Process as well as for the monitoring of the environmental performance of 
projects during their operation.  
However, according to the National Survey conducted for the purposes of this 
dissertation the Greek EIA system proposed by the Law 4014/2011 faces a number of 
challenges and according to the National Survey results the Environmental Licensing 
process is not applied effectively in Greece. Below the most significant weaknesses and 
barriers for the effective implementation of the EIA system are presented. 
Taking into consideration each of the initial objectives of the legislative framework 
firstly it should be stated that according to the report of the Ministry of the Environment 
the number of projects requiring Environmental Licensing has decreased with the 
enactment of Law 4014/2011 (YPEKA, 2014). Nevertheless, the annual report of WWF 
for the Greek Environmental Legislation in Greece (2015) claims that the issue of 
economic crisis has not been taken into consideration as a justification for the reduction 
of the EISs submitted. Also, there is a discrepancy between the number of EIA files 
mentioned in the report of the Ministry of Environment and the number of files 
mentioned in the correspondent EU Report (GHK, 2010).  
According to the results of the National Survey a number of respondent thinks that the 
number of projects requiring Environmental Licensing should decrease even more. At 
the same time, the respondents suggest that the categorization of Groups of projects and 
activities should be amended since in many cases it is not based on the possible 
environmental impacts of the activity but on other characteristics.  
Regarding the reduction of the administrative burden and cost, the Ministry report 
focuses on the reduction of costs due to the minimization of the projects and activities 
requiring Environmental Licensing (YPEKA, 2014). However, according to the results 
of the National Survey the competent authorities that handle the process are 
understaffed while at the same time, a large number of parties are involved in the 
process. The public sector is considered incompetent to receive and process the EISs 
submitted.  
Additionally, the procedures are considered as time consuming even though the 
Ministry claims that the time frames have been reduced. The lack of employees 
occupied in the relevant competent authorities constitutes the time needed for the 
Environmental Licensing process as unrealistic, according to the respondents, 
contradicting the assertions of the Ministry of Environment. Continuing, according to 
the National Survey results, the procedures are complicated and are characterized as 
bureaucratic. The Law is still characterized as complex due to the large number of 
regulatory provisions that were issued post its enactment.  
Continuing according to the Ministry report, aim of the Law 4014/2011 was to reinforce 
the consultation process conducted during the evaluation of the EISs submitted. 
However, the National Survey results indicate that over 60% of the respondents believe 
that the consultation process between advisory agencies and the public is not effective. 
At this point it should be stated that the consultation process depends on the 
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establishment of the relevant mechanism for the access to environmental information 
which is the Electronic Environmental Registry. Its pending function is discussed 
subsequently. 
Regarding the standardization of processes regarding EIA and according to the National 
Survey the general conception is that the complexity of the Law, due to the large 
number of regulatory provisions, impedes the effective implementation of the EIA 
process. Also, as it was mentioned from the respondents the relevant staff involved in 
the Environmental Licensing Process are not well informed and they lack on expertise 
about the subject. The claimed lack of expertise from the public sector’s side is an 
important issue concerning the procedures and the quality of the control mechanism 
regarding the evaluation EISs submitted. The uncertainty about the quality of the 
assessment of the submitted EISs is enhanced by the fact that the registry of the certified 
EIS evaluators has not been established yet and the relevant regulatory provision is 
pending.  
As concerning the improvement of the quality of the EIS submitted, the issue was 
discussed thoroughly in the previous section. The majority of the EIS submitted seem 
to perform rather poorly based on the evaluation criteria used. According to the results 
of the National Survey the rather low quality of the EISs could be justified by the fact 
that there are no specific guidelines or criteria for the assessment of each type of 
activity. Also there are no technical instructions regarding the EIA theory and process.  
In many cases EIA is conducted by individuals with no real expertise on the field they 
are investigating and not from groups relevant in each field, experts. It is reminded that 
engineers with degree of category 27 have the signature rights for conducting EISs.  
Lastly, during the National Survey the issue of who finances the EIS came up. As it is 
known, the Environmental Licensing process and its final document, EIS, are financed 
by the developer, therefore the outcome of the EIS is often biased according to the 
respondent. In addition, the investor are not interested in the protection of the 
environment and they consider the process as a mandatory procedure for the eventual 
licensing of the activity.  
Among the most important objectives of the Law 4014/2011 as they are addressed 
through the Ministry report of 2014 is the systematization and reinforcement of 
environmental monitoring. According to the report the legislative framework aimed in 
promoting the monitoring after the environmental licensing of projects and activities in 
order to audit the compliance with the approved environmental terms based on already 
existing statutory criteria (YPEKA, 2014).  
For that purpose the provisions of the Law entail the establishment of the 
Environmental Inspectors Registry. The registry would contain inspectors from both 
the public and the private sector but the respective regulatory provision is still pending. 
This deficiency in the EIA system was also indicated in the results of the National 
Survey. The respondents believe that there is no monitoring of the compliance with the 
approved Environmental Terms. Specifically, the Establishment of the Special Agency 
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of Environmental Licensing was considered the second most significant reason 
regarding the ineffectiveness of the Law 4014/2011.  
In the previous paragraphs the individual weaknesses and deficiencies of the Law 
4014/2011 were presented as they came up through the evaluation of the EIA system, 
conducted through this dissertation. But according to the Ministry report of 2014 key 
innovation of the reformed Law was the establishment of the Electronic Environmental 
Registry and the creation of the concept of Environmental ID (YPEKA, 2014). The 
Electronic Environmental Registry as mentioned in a previous chapter would contain 
all the information regarding all the individual steps of the Environmental Licensing 
process as well as information on the monitoring of the compliance with the approved 
Environmental Terms. All the projects with the beginning of their Environmental 
Licensing process would receive a unique number which is the Environmental ID. 
However the Electronic Environmental Registry has not started its operation even 
though it should have since July 2014 (WWF, 2015). 
 
Figure 36: Importance of the Electronic Environmental Registry 
According to the National Survey the delay in the operation of the Electronic 
Environmental Registry was considered the most significant weakness regarding the 
effectiveness of the Environmental Licensing Process in Greece. It is a fact that almost 
all the distinctive processes that were characterized as problematic in the previous 
paragraphs are connected to the operation of the Electronic Environmental Registry in 
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some way as presented in Figure 36. Indicatively the consultation as well as the 
monitoring process which are inextricably related to the operation of the registry are 
mentioned.   
Concluding with this discussion, taking everything into consideration, it seems that the 
weaknesses of the EIA system in Greece is strongly related to the operation of the 
Electronic Environmental Registry. In the following section some recommendations for 
the improvement of the effectiveness of the EIA system in Greece are presented. 
5.3. Recommendations for Further Legislative Improvements 
In the previous sections the weaknesses of the EIA system in Greece as they emerged 
from the National Survey and the EIS quality evaluation were presented. Final objective 
of this dissertation is to provide with recommendations for further legislative 
improvements, especially since the Law is based on a previous EU Directive and there 
is an obligation of Member States to comply with the latest Directive by May 2017. 
According to the outcomes of the application of the methodological approach towards 
evaluating the effectiveness of the EIA system in Greece the most significant weakness 
is the fact that the Electronic Environmental Registry has yet to be activated.  
Table 11 demonstrates recommendations for improving the effectiveness of the 
Environmental Licensing Process. As analyzed in the previous sections many of the 
regulatory provisions that are prescribed by the Law 4014/2011 have not been enacted 
creating obstacles in the effectiveness of the EIA system. To that end the activation of 
the Electronic Environmental Registry and the Environmental ID is perhaps the most 
important recommendation since the individual components of the Law are based on 
its operation. With the immediate activation of the Electronic Environmental Registry 
the public consultation process would be more effective, the procedures would be faster 
and the administrative burden would be lifted, reducing at the same time all the relevant 
costs.  
Table 11: Recommendations for improving the effectiveness of Environmental Licensing Process. 
Environmental Licensing Process 
Activation of Electronic Environmental Registry 
Activation of Public Environmental Inspectors Registry 
Activation of Special EIS Evaluators’ Registry 
Extensive Monitoring / Environmental Clearance After the Inspection 
Reporting of Environmental Violations Mechanism 
Ongoing Education 
Effective Public Consultation 
Additionally, the simultaneous activation of the Public Environmental Inspectors 
Registry and the Special EIS Evaluators’ Registry would facilitate the monitoring of 
compliance with the approved Environmental Terms and the assessment of the EISs 
evaluation. In case of extensive monitoring with the respective penalties in cases of 
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environmental violations the process should achieve its target towards environmental 
protection. The proper evaluation of the EISs submitted along with effective public 
consultation could also improve the quality of the EISs submitted. For that reason, the 
ongoing education of the public sector personnel towards the theory and practice of 
EIA is of high importance.  
Towards the improvement of EIS quality through the results of the present dissertation 
the lack of expertise and guidance towards EIA practices was highlighted. To that end 
the first recommendation for the improvement of the quality of the EISs submitted is 
the issuing of Technical Instructions regarding the practice of EIA. As the respondents 
mentioned during the National Survey the EIA process is often conducted by 
incompetent people with no expertise on the subject. Also the EIA process requires 
studies and information that fall within different kind of scientific fields. To that end it 
is recommended that the EIA should be undertaken by groups of relevant in each field 
experts. In addition, the respondents mentioned that the Environmental Licensing 
process and its final outcome which is the EIS is financed by the developer of the 
project. Therefore, the results are not biased. One way to tackle with this issue is to 
assign the EIA to independent authorities that will conduct the relevant research and 
will suggest the appropriate environmental terms for each project. 
Table 12: Recommendations for improving EIS Quality.  
EIS Quality 
Technical Instructions for EIA process and EIS syntax 
EIA conducted by groups of relevant in each field experts 
EIA conducted by independent authorities 
Public Consultation prior to EIS submission 
Onsite Research (Not Based on Bibliography) 
Furthermore, towards the improvement of the scoping of possible adverse impacts it is 
suggested that the public consultation process should also take place before the final 
submission of the EIS. In that way the public would be informed and would be able to 
express their opinion on the project earlier in the EIA process. Last but not least, as 
mentioned in the previous sections EISs are mostly bibliographic and are not based on 
onsite research. Therefore, onsite research should be a vital part of the EIA process in 
order to ensure that the information and data collected and presented in the EIS are 
complete and documented. 
One of the main outcomes of this dissertation is the fact that if all the provisions of the 
Law functioned as they were prescribed, most of the deficiencies of the EIA system 
would not exist. The activation of the Electronic Environmental Registry could benefit 
all the procedures and help towards the improvement of the EIA system altogether.  
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6. Conclusion   
Environmental Impact Assessment is considered as an effective tool towards 
environmental conscious decision-making around the world (CENN, 2004).  The 
evaluation of EIA system effectiveness is essential in order to identify the weaknesses 
of the process and take the necessary steps towards improving its performance (Bartlett 
and Kurian, 1999). The Greek legislative framework for EIA, which was first 
introduced some 30 years ago, has been amended several times before its latest reform 
of 2011 which resulted in the enactment of Law 4014/2011.  
The main aim of this dissertation was to evaluate the effectiveness of the EIA system 
in Greece as it is applied by the Law 4014/2011. The Law is claimed to have introduced 
several innovations in the Environmental Licensing process in order to address most of 
the issues of the previous legislative framework. Among those problems were the large 
number of projects and activities requiring EIA, the administrative burden, cost and 
time needed for Environmental Licensing and the standardization of processes. This 
study is of high importance since there are no previous attempts in evaluating the Greek 
EIA system effectiveness since the introduction of the reformed Law in 2011.  
In order to evaluate the effectiveness of the EIA system first it was necessary to review 
the relative legislative frameworks in order to present its content and demonstrate its 
evolution over time.  The legislative overview concerned both the Greek and EU legal 
frameworks including a juxtaposition with the amended Directive 2014/52/EU to 
establish whether law 4014/2011 is compliant with the new amendments. The analysis 
indicated that legislatively there is compliance however failure to activate-implement 
certain provisions within law 4014/2011 such as the electronic environmental registry 
which registry certain provisions are not being met, for example the public participation 
and access to environmental information criteria. As all member states have to comply 
with the amended Directive by May 2017, this underlines the importance of this 
dissertations findings.  
According to Sadler (1996), the effective application of an EIA system in practice, can 
be detected through the respective processes and procedures. For that reason, the 
methodology designed in order to assess the Greek EIA system performance focused 
on the evaluation of the effectiveness of the Environmental Licensing process and the 
evaluation of the quality of the EIS’s submitted. For the evaluation of the effectiveness 
of the Environmental Licensing process a National Survey was conducted among 
various stakeholders involved in the EIA process. Accordingly, the quality of a sample 
of EISs submitted since the enactment of Law 4014/2011 was evaluated with the use 
of a structured review package created from the Oxford Brookes University for that 
purpose.  
According to the EISs quality evaluation results the majority of EISs seem to perform 
below the average grade of 2.5 when compared against the 92 Best Practice 
Requirements criteria. However they seem to perform relatively better against the 
minimum requirements criteria. The most significant weaknesses are located in the 
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Alternatives, Non-technical Summary and Mitigation measures categories. Most of the 
EISs follow a specific template but the methods of assessment and the data presented 
are not justified. For the improvement of the EIS quality the issuing of technical 
instructions regarding EIA theory and practice was suggested. In addition, also 
according to the results of the National Survey, EIA required the collaboration of 
relative in each field experts.  
As concerns the results of the National Survey conducted among various stakeholders 
involved in the EIA process, the vast majority of the respondents believe that the 
Environmental Licensing process is not applied effectively in Greece. However, they 
were divided on whether the legislation reform is adequate to ensure the effective 
implementation of the Environmental Licensing process and on whether the process 
has improved as a result of the Law 4014/2011. The most significant reason for the 
insufficiency of the EIA system according to the respondents was the fact that the 
supporting tools prescribed in the legislation have not been activated.  
These tools include the Special Agency for Environmental Inspectors and the Registry 
for private EIS evaluators but the most important is the Electronic Environmental 
Registry and the concept of Environmental ID which incorporate all the relevant 
information of a project or activity. The successful implementation of the Law 
4014/2011 is based on the operation of the Electronic Environmental Registry since 
most of its individual procedures, such as the consultation process and monitoring, 
depend on it.  
In conclusion it is worth mentioning that EIA is an important decision-making tool that 
if implemented properly can result in the effective protection of the environment 
applying the principle of “Prevention is better than cure”. However, its effective 
implementation can be influenced by a number of parameters such as politics, economy 
and expertise. Through this dissertation it is established that a well-designed, updated 
and structured legislation framework is one of the most important steps towards the 
efficient performance of an EIA system.  
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ANNEX I 
 
Environmental Licensing of Projects and Activities in Greece 
1. What is your professional involvement regarding the Environmental Licensing 
Process? 
• Competent Authority Representative 
• Studier/Environmental Engineer 
• Other  
2. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements? 
a. The Environmental Licensing Process of projects and activities in Greece ensures the 
minimization of Environmental Impacts 
• Strongly Agree 
• Agree 
• Neutral  
• Disagree 
• Strongly Disagree 
b. The Environmental Licensing Process of projects and activities is applied effectively 
in Greece. 
• Strongly Agree 
• Agree 
• Neutral  
• Disagree 
• Strongly Disagree 
c. The existing legal framework is adequate to ensure the effective implementation of 
the Environmental Licensing Process in Greece. 
• Strongly Agree 
• Agree 
• Neutral  
• Disagree 
• Strongly Disagree 
d. The effectiveness of the environmental licensing process of projects and activities 
has improved as a result of the Law 4014 / 2011. 
• Strongly Agree 
• Agree 
• Neutral  
• Disagree 
• Strongly Disagree 
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i. If you disagree please rank the between significance of the following possible reasons 
that you believe it.  
(Rate starting with 4 for the most important reason, with 3 for the next most important, 
etc.) 
 0 1 2 3 4 
The legislation is not implemented.      
The supporting tools prescribed by the legislation have 
not been activated (e.g. Environmental ID). 
     
There is lack of guidance.      
The EIS consultation process is not effective.       
The revised law is not well written.      
 
ii. Please rank the between significance of the following, regarding the improvement of 
the effectiveness of environmental licensing of projects and activities in Greece as 
enacted by the Law 4014/2011.  
(Rate starting with 6 for the most effective process, with 5 for the next more efficient 
process etc.) 
 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Establishment of Electronic Environmental 
Registry-Environmental ID  
       
Establishment of Central (Regional) Council for 
Environment Licensing 
       
Department of Environmental Licensing        
Activation of effective public consultation process        
Establishment of Certified EIS Evaluators Registry        
Special Agency of Environmental Inspectors         
Special Ecological Studies        
 
3. Describe the three major barriers for the effective implementation of the 
environmental licensing process of projects and activities in Greece. 
 
 
 
4. Indicate three changes you would make if you had the legislative opportunity to 
improve the effectiveness of environmental licensing process for projects and activities 
in Greece.  
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5. From your experience, which do you consider the fundamental weaknesses of the 
EISs? 
(Significance Scale: 0 (not a weakness) -5 (more common / significant weakness) 
 0 1 2 3 4 5 
The description of the project comprising 
information on the site, design and size of the project 
is usually inadequate. 
      
The data collected and presented to identify and 
assess the significant impacts on the environment is 
insufficient. 
      
The examination of basic alternatives is not 
sufficient as well as the description of the main 
options that take into account environmental 
impacts. 
      
The procedure and the results of the consultation 
process conducted during the EIA process are not 
incorporated in the final report (EIS). 
      
A brief description of the scoping process is not 
included. 
      
Uncertainties regarding the data used for the 
projections and the effectiveness of the measures 
taken to ensure the protection of the environment are 
not presented. 
      
 
6. What measures would you suggest to be applied towards improving the quality of 
the submitted EISs? 
 
 
 
7. The consultation process between advisory services is effective in Greece. 
• Strongly Agree 
• Agree 
• Neutral  
• Disagree 
• Strongly Disagree 
•  
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8. The public consultation process for the evaluation of EISs is effective. 
• Strongly Agree 
• Agree 
• Neutral  
• Disagree 
• Strongly Disagree 
9. Public consultation (e.g. local community, NGOs) should be mandatory prior to the 
EIS submission.  
• Strongly Agree 
• Agree 
• Neutral  
• Disagree 
• Strongly Disagree  
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ANNEX II 
IUA (Oxford Brookes University) Review Package (Glasson et al., 2005) 
1 DESCRIPTION OF THE DEVELOPMENT 
Principal features of the project 
1.1 Explains the purpose(s) and the objectives of the development. 
1.2 Indicates the nature and status of the decision(s) for which the environmental 
information has been prepared. 
1.3 Gives the estimated duration of the construction, operational and, where 
appropriate, decommissioning phase, and the programme within these phases.  
1.4 Provides a description of the development comprising information on the site, 
design and size of the development. 
1.5 Provides diagrams, plans or maps and photographs to aid the description of the 
development. 
1.6 Indicates the physical presence or appearance of the completed development 
within the receiving environment. 
1.7 Describes the methods of construction.  
1.8 Describes the nature and methods of production or other types of activity involved 
in the operation of the project. 
1.9 Describes any additional services (water, electricity, emergency services etc.) and 
developments required as a consequence of the project. 
1.10 Describes the project's potential for accidents, hazards and emergencies.  
Land requirements  
1.11 Defines the land area taken up by the development and/or construction site and 
any associated arrangements, auxiliary facilities and landscaping areas, and shows 
their location clearly on a map. For a linear project, describes the land corridor, 
vertical and horizontal alignment and need for tunneling and earthworks. 
1.12 Describes the uses to which this land will be put, and demarcates the different use 
areas. 
1.13 Describes the reinstatement and after-use of landtake during construction.  
Project Inputs 
1.14 Describes the nature and quantities of materials needed during the construction 
and operational phases.  
1.15 Estimates the number of workers and visitors entering the project site during both 
construction and operation. 
1.16 Describes their access to the site and likely means of transport.  
1.17 Indicates the means of transporting materials and products to and from the sote 
during construction and operation, and the number of movements involved.  
Residues and emissions 
1.18 Estimates the types and quantities of waste matter, energy (noise, vibration, light, 
heat, radiation etc.) and residual materials generated during construction and operation 
of the project, and rate at which these will be produced.  
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1.19 Indicates how there wastes and residual materials are expected to be 
handled/treated prior to release/disposal, and the routes by which they will eventually 
be disposed of to the environment.  
1.20 Identifies any special or hazardous wastes (defined as…) which will be produced, 
and describes the methods for their disposal as regards their likely main environmental 
impacts.  
1.21 Indicates the methods by which the quantities of residuals and wastes were 
estimated. Acknowledges any uncertainty, and gives ranges or confidence limits where 
appropriate. 
 
2  DESCRIPTION OF THE ENVIRONMENT  
Description of the area occupied by and surrounding the project 
2.1 Indicates the area expected to be significantly affected by the various aspects of the 
project with the aid of suitable maps. Explains the time over which these impacts are 
likely to occur. 
2.2 Describes the land uses on the site(s) and in surrounding areas.  
2.3 Defines the affected environment broadly enough to include any potentially 
significant effect occurring away from the immediate areas of construction and 
operation. These may be caused by, for example, the dispersion of pollutants, 
infrastructural requirements of the project, traffic etc. 
Baseline conditions 
2.4 Identifies and describes the components of the affected environment potentially 
affected by the project.  
2.5 The methods used to investigate the affected environment are appropriate to the 
size and complexity of the assessment task. Uncertainty is indicated. 
2.6 Predicts the likely future environmental conditions in the absence of the project. 
Identifies variability in natural systems and human use.  
2.7 Uses existing technical data sources, including records and studies carried out for 
environmental agencies and for special interest groups.  
2.8 Reviews local, regional and national plans and policies, and other data collected as 
necessary to predict future environmental conditions. Where the proposal does not 
conform to these plans and policies, the departure is justified.  
2.9 Local, regional and national agencies holding information in baseline 
environmental conditions have been approached.  
 
3  SCOPING, CONSULATION AND IMPACT IDENTIFICATION 
Scoping and consultation 
3.1  There has been a genuine attempt to contact the general public, relevant public 
agencies, relevant experts and special interest groups to appraise them of the of the 
project and its implication. Lists the groups approached.  
3.2 Statutory consultees have been contacted. List the consultees approached.  
3.3 Identifies valued environmental attributes in the basis of this consultation.  
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3.4 Identifies all project activities with significant impacts on valued environmental 
attributes. Identifies and selects key impacts for more intense investigation. Describes 
and justifies the scoping method used.  
3.5 Includes a copy or summary of the main comments from consultees and the public 
and measures taken to respond to these comments.  
Impact Identification 
3.6 Provides the data required to identify the main effects which the development 
is likely to have on the environment.  
3.7 Considers direct and indirect/secondary effects of constructing, operating and, 
where relevant, after-use or decommissioning of the project (including positive and 
negative effects). Considers whether effects will arise as a result of "consequential" 
development. 
3.8 Investigates the above types of impacts in so far as they affect: human beings, 
flora, fauna, soil, water, air, climate, landscape, interactions between the above, 
material assets, cultural heritage.  
3.9 Also noise, land use, historic heritage, communities.  
3.10 If any of the above are not of concern in relation to the specific project and its 
location, this is clearly stated.  
3.11 Identifies impacts using a systematic methodology such as project specific 
checklists, matrices, panels of experts extensive consultations etc. Describes the 
methods/approaches used and the rationale for using them.  
3.12 The investigations of each type of impact is appropriate to its importance for 
thedecision, avoiding unnecessary information and concentrating on the key issues.  
3.13 Considers impacts which may not themselves be significant but which mat 
contribute on the key issues.  
3.14 Considers impacts which might arise from non-standard operating conditions, 
accidents and emergencies.  
3.15 If the nature of the project is such that accidents are possible which might cause 
severe damage within the surrounding environment, an assessment of the probability 
and likely consequences of such events is carried out and the main findings reported. 
 
4  PREDICTION AND EVALUATION OF IMPACTS 
Prediction and magnitude of impacts 
4.1 Describes impacts in terms of the nature and magnitude of the change occuring and 
the nature, location, number, value, sensitivity of the affected receptors.  
4.2 Predict the timescale over which the effects will occur, so that it is clear whether 
impacts are short, medium or long term, temporary or permanent, reversible or 
irreversible.  
4.3 Where possible, expresses impact predictions in quantitative terms. Qualitative 
descriptions, where necessary, are as fully defined as possible.  
4.4 Describes the likelihood of impacts occurring, and the level of uncertainty attached 
to the results.  
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Methods and Data 
4.5 Provides the data required to assess the main effects which the development is 
likely to have on the environment.  
4.6 The methods used to predict the nature, size and scale of impacts are described and 
are appropriate to the size and importance of the projected disturbance.  
4.7 The data used to estimate the size and scale of the main impact are sufficient for 
the task, clearly described and their sources clearly identified. Any gaps in the data are 
indicated and accounted for.  
Evaluation of impact significance 
4.8 Discusses the significance of effects in terms of the impact on the local community 
(including distribution of impacts) and in the protection of environmental resources.  
4.9 Discusses the available standards, assumptions and value systems which can be 
used to assess significance.  
4.10 Where there are no generally accepted standards or criteria for the evaluation of 
significance, alternative approaches are discussed and, if so, a clear distinction is made 
between fact, assumption and professional judgment.  
4.11 Discusses the significance of effects taking into account the appropriate national 
and international standards or norms, where these are available. Otherwise the 
magnitude, location and duration of the effects are discussed in conjunction with the 
value, sensitivity and rarity of the resource.  
4.12 Differentiates project-generated impacts from other changes resulting from non-
project activities and variables.  
4.13 Includes a clear indication of which impacts may be significant and which may 
not and provides justification for this distinction.  
 
5  ALTERNATIVES 
5.1 Provides an outline of the main alternatives studied and gives an indication of 
the main reasons for their choice, taking into account the environmental effects.  
5.2 Considers the "non action" alternative, alternative processes, scales, layouts, 
designs and operating conditions where available at an early stage of project planning 
and investigates their main environmental advantages and disadvantages.  
5.3 If unexpectedly severe adverse impacts are identifies during the course of the 
investigation, which are difficult to mitigate, alternatives rejected in the earlier 
planning phase are re-appraised.  
5.4 The alternatives are realistic and genuine.  
5.5 Compares alternatives' main environmental impacts clearly and objectively with 
those of the proposed project and with the likely future environmental conditions 
without the project.  
 
6  MITIGATION AND MONITORING 
Description of mitigation measures 
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6.1 Provides a description of the measures envisaged in order to avoid reduce and 
if possible, remedy significant adverse effects.  
6.2 Mitigation measures considered include modification of project design, 
construction and operation, the replacement of facilities/resources, and the creation of 
new resources, as well as "end-of-pipe" technologies for pollution control.  
6.3 Describes the reasons for choosing the particular type of mitigation, and the other 
options available.  
6.4 Explains the extent to which the mitigation methods will be effective. Where the 
effectiveness is uncertain or where mitigation may not work, this is made clear and 
data are introduced to justify the acceptance of these assumptions.  
6.5 Indicates the significance of any residual or unmitigated impacts remaining after 
mitigation, and justifies why these impacts should not be mitigated.  
Commitment to mitigation and monitoring 
6.6 Gives details of how the mitigation measures will be implemented and function 
over the time span for which they are necessary.  
6.7Proposes monitoring arrangements for all significant impacts, especially where 
uncertainty exists, to check the environmental impact resulting from the 
implementation of the project and its conformity with thepredictions made.  
6.8 The scale of any proposed monitoring arrangements corresponds to the potential 
scale and significance of deviations from expected impacts.  
Environmental Effects of mitigation 
6.9 Investigates and describes any adverse environmental effects of mitigation 
measures.  
6.10 Considers the potential for conflict between the benefits of mitigation measures 
and their adverse impacts.  
 
7  NON-TECHNICAL SUMMARY  
7.1  There is a non-technical summary of the information provided under the 
paragraphs 1 to 4 of Part 2 of Schedule 4 
7.2 The non-technical summary contains at least a brief description of the project and 
the environment, an account of the main mitigation measures to be undertaken by the 
developer, and a description of any remaining or residual impacts. 
7.3 The summary avoids technical terms, lists of data and detailed explanations of 
scientific reasoning. 
7.4 The summary presents the main findings of the assessment and covers all the main 
issues raised in the information.  
7.5 The summary includes a brief explanation of the overall approach to the 
assessment.  
7.6 The summary indicates the confidence which can be placed in the results.  
 
8  ORGANIZATION AND PRESENTATION OF INFORMATION 
Organization of information 
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8.1 Logically arranges the information in sections. 
8.2 Identifies the location of information in a table or list of contents.  
8.3 There are chapter or section summaries outlining the main findings of each phase 
of the investigation.  
8.4 When information from external sources has been introduced, a full reference to 
the source is included.  
 
 
 
 
Presentation of information 
8.5 Mentions the relevant EIA legislation, name of the developer, name of competent 
authority (ies), name of organization preparing the EIS and name address and contact 
number of a contact person.  
8.6 Includes an introduction briefly describing the project, the aims of the assessment 
and the methods used. 
8.7 The statement is presented as an integrated whole. Data presented in appendiced 
are fully discussed in the main body of the text.  
8.8 Offers information and analysis to support all conclusions drawn.  
8.9 Presents information so as to be comprehensible to the non-specialist. Uses maps, 
tables, graphical material and other devices as appropriate. Avoids unnecessarily 
technical or obscure language.  
8.10 Discusses all the important data and results in an integrated fashion.  
8.11 Avoids superfluous information (i.e. information not needed for the decision). 
8.12 Presents the information in a concise form with a consistent terminology and 
logical links between different sections.  
8.13 Gives prominence and emphasis to severe adverse impacts, substantial 
environmental benefits and controversial issues.  
8.14 Defines technical terms, acronyms and initials.  
8.15 The information is objective, and does not lobby for any particular point of view. 
Adverse impacts are not disguised by euphemisms or platitudes.  
Difficulties compliling the information 
8.16 Indicates ant gaps in the required data and explains the means used to deal with 
them in the assessment. 
8.17 Acknowledges and explains any difficulties in assembling or analysis the data 
needed to predict impacts, and any basis for questioning assumptions, data or 
information.  
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ANNEX III 
 
 
Question 2a - The Environmental Licensing Process of projects and activities in Greece ensures the 
minimization of environmental Impacts (Environmental Manager/Planner) 
 
Question 2a - The Environmental Licensing Process of projects and activities in Greece ensures the 
minimization of environmental Impacts (Competent Authority Representative) 
Strongly Agree
4%
Agree
30%
Neutral 
20%
Disagree
39%
Strongly Disagree
7%
Strongly 
Agree
9%
Agree
40%
Neutral 
21%
Disagree
26%
Strongly Disagree
4%
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Question 2a - The Environmental Licensing Process of projects and activities in Greece ensures the 
minimization of environmental Impacts (Other). 
 
Question 2b - The Environmental Licensing Process of projects and activities is applied effectively in 
Greece (Environmental Manager/Planner). 
 
Strongly Agree
22%
Agree
26%
Neutral 
4%
Disagree
44%
Strongly Disagree
4%
Strongly Agree
0%
Agree
9%
Neutral 
23%
Disagree
52%
Strongly 
Disagree
16%
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Question 2b - The Environmental Licensing Process of projects and activities is applied effectively in 
Greece (Competent Authority Representative). 
 
 
Question 2b - The Environmental Licensing Process of projects and activities is applied effectively in 
Greece (Other). 
 
Strongly Agree
0%
Agree
25%
Neutral 
21%
Disagree
51%
Strongly Disagree
3%
Strongly Agree
0%
Agree
4%
Neutral 
27%
Disagree
55%
Strongly 
Disagree
14%
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Question 2c - The existing legal framework is adequate to ensure the effective implementation of the 
Environmental Licensing Process in Greece. (Environmental Manager/Planner) 
 
Question 2c - The existing legal framework is adequate to ensure the effective implementation of the 
Environmental Licensing Process in Greece (Competent Authority Representative). 
Strongly Agree
7%
Agree
25%
Neutral 
23%
Disagree
36%
Strongly Disagree
9%
Strongly Agree
4%
Agree
40%
Neutral 
18%
Disagree
33%
Strongly Disagree
5%
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Question 2c - The existing legal framework is adequate to ensure the effective implementation of the 
Environmental Licensing Process in Greece. (Other) 
 
Question 2d - The effectiveness of the environmental licensing process of projects and activities has 
improved as a result of the Law 4014 / 2011 (Environmental Manager/Planner). 
 
Strongly Agree
0%
Agree
30%
Neutral 
22%
Disagree
44%
Strongly Disagree
4%
Strongly 
Agree
9%
Agree
32%
Neutral 
16%
Disagree
36%
Strongly Disagree
7%
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Question 2d - The effectiveness of the environmental licensing process of projects and activities has improved as a 
result of the Law 4014 / 2011 (Competent Authority Representative). 
 
Question 2d - The effectiveness of the environmental licensing process of projects and activities has 
improved as a result of the Law 4014 / 2011 (Other). 
 
Strongly Agree
5%
Agree
32%
Neutral 
30%
Disagree
30%
Strongly Disagree
3%
Strongly Agree
4%
Agree
22%
Neutral 
39%
Disagree
31%
Strongly Disagree
4%
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Question 7 – The consultation process between advisory services is effective in Greece (Environmental 
Manager/Planner). 
 
Question 7 – The consultation process between advisory services is effective in Greece (Competent 
Authority Representative). 
Strongly Agree
2%
Agree
16%
Neutral 
14%
Disagree
57%
Strongly 
Disagree
11%
Strongly Agree
3%
Agree
30%
Neutral 
25%
Disagree
33%
Strongly Disagree
9%
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Question 7 – The consultation process between advisory services is effective in Greece (Other). 
 
 
Question 8: The public consultation process for the evaluation of EISs is effective (Environmental 
Manager/Planner).  
 
Strongly 
Agree
0%
Agree
4%
Neutral 
31%
Disagree
48%
Strongly 
Disagree
17%
Strongly Agree
2%
Agree
13%
Neutral 
14%
Disagree
57%
Strongly 
Disagree
14%
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Question 8: The public consultation process for the evaluation of EISs is effective (Competent 
Authority Representative)  
 
Question 8: The public consultation process for the evaluation of EISs is effective (Other)  
 
Strongly Agree
2%
Agree
16%
Neutral 
25%
Disagree
40%
Strongly 
Disagree
17%
Strongly Agree
0%
Agree
13%
Neutral 
4%
Disagree
52%
Strongly Disagree
31%
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Question 9: Public consultation (e.g. local community, NGOs) should be mandatory prior to the EIS 
submission (Environmental Manager/Planner). 
 
 
Question 9: Public consultation (e.g. local community, NGOs) should be mandatory prior to the EIS 
submission (Competent Authority Representative). 
 
Strongly Agree
25%
Agree
39%
Neutral 
27%
Disagree
9%
Strongly Disagree
0%
Strongly Agree
26%
Agree
33%
Neutral 
11%
Disagree
18%
Strongly 
Disagree
12%
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Question 9: Public consultation (e.g. local community, NGOs) should be mandatory prior to the EIS 
submission (Other). 
Strongly Agree
39%
Agree
39%
Neutral 
13%
Disagree
5%
Strongly Disagree
4%
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ANNEX IV 
Environmental Manager/Planner and Other Competent Authority Representative and Other 
Limitation of signature - filing folders only by 
scientists - engineers with  complete and 
integrated studies in Environment 
Technical instruction that include guidelines for 
the EIA process and EIS syntax 
Electronic EIS submission EIS assessment by specialized scientists 
Standardization/codification of EIS's content Codification of the legislation. One and clear legislation for each type of project. 
Codification of the legislation. One and clear 
legislation for each type of project. 
Database for  easy access to data useful to support 
the proposed protection measures 
Effective supervision of studier's work by the 
competent authorities 
Clarify the scientific properties of the participants 
with regard to who is doing what 
Technical instruction that include guidelines for 
the EIA process and EIS syntax Inappropriate EISs should be rejected 
Education Integrated presentation of alternative scenarios 
with clear benchmarks  
Penalties 
Mandatory cooperation of at least three 
researchers with different specialties (eg 
environmentalist, agronomist engineer) 
Full description and demarcation of measures 
taken to protect the environment 
Data for the characteristics of areas should derive 
from field studies and not from bibliographical 
sources that cannot be checked. 
Studier's certification and audit 
Limitation of signature - filing folders only by 
scientists - engineers with  complete and 
integrated studies in Environment 
Organization and publication and free distribution 
of data and results of EISs conducted in the public 
sector. These results are useful data for the 
studiers 
Updated environmental information 
Open registry of EISs and studiers Correlation of impacts with other projects in the 
area (if applicable)-cumulative impact 
integrated information systems for monitoring 
environmental impacts 
Database available for comparison but not to 
recycling of the same elements. 
Description of impact and response based not 
only on literature but also on practical 
applications and facts 
open public consultations with information of the 
public in advance 
Evidence of  mitigation measures adequacy based 
on actual measurements and results of autopsies 
Environmental terms should justify why any 
objections are rejected 
Analysis requirements should be limited to the 
aspects really affecting the environment. Application of EER 
Creation of internet platform for EIS syntax Establishment and increased number of 
environmental inspectors 
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Integrated presentation of alternative scenarios 
with clear benchmarks  
Studier's should have responsibility, beyond the 
filing of the EIS , on the construction and 
operation of the project 
More detailed description of the project 
The data collected and presented to identify and 
assess the main effects on the environment should 
be sufficient and documented. 
Cost-benefit analysis  Better training of studiers regarding the law. 
Public participation through questionnaires Immediate preparation of the protected areas 
management plans 
  EISs should include the EISs of adjacent projects  
  
EISs should include the studiers experience in 
similar projects 
  
EISs should include relevant information of 
impacts of similar projects 
  
Standardization of developments and specification 
of the requested elements for each category. In 
case of a non-standard category the agency should 
examine the project in its opinion. The relevant 
procedures should be publicly available to address 
all similar cases in the same way 
  
Critical environmental factors should be 
systematically monitored from specific agencies 
and the information collected should be available 
to the public 
  
EISs should include environmental information 
for the specific project and not copy chapters for 
other EISs to ensure the completeness of the EIS 
  
Mandatory risk management assessment for 
medium and high risk projects 
  
Projects should be monitored prior and after the 
licensing. Environmental Licensing should not 
only include the documentation checking. 
  
Better control of the competent authorities, not 
only in the bureaucratic process, but in practice, 
by examining the contents of the EIA, the real 
impact of the project or activity described and 
mitigation measures proposed. 
  
Decrease the EISs content because many 
information are repeated 
  
Focus on the special features of the area and the 
compatibility of the project with these features 
  
Instant establishment and function of the relevant 
bodies for protected areas 
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Limitation of signature - filing folders only by 
scientists - engineers with  complete and 
integrated studies in Environment 
  Increase the duration of public consultation 
  
Ensure accordance of the described study and 
actual conditions of the project 
  Minimization of uncertainties 
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ANNEX V 
 
Performance of Groups in Category 1 – Description of the Development 
 
Performance of Groups in Category 2– Description of the Environment 
 
Performance of Groups in Category 3 – Scoping, Consultation and Impact Identification 
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Performance of Groups in Category 4 – Prediction and Evaluation of Impacts 
 
Performance of Groups in Category 5 – Alternatives 
 
Performance of Groups in Category 6 – Mitigation and Monitoring 
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Performance of Groups in Category 7 – Non-Technical Summary 
 
Performance of Groups in Category 8 – Organization and Presentation of Information 
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